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Executive Summary 
The emergence of developing countries, specifically Brazil, Russia, China and India, is pushing the 
demand for steel to new heights.  This comes at the same time as steel consumption is decreasing in 
developed markets such as the USA and Canada, emphasizing the importance these new markets are 
having on the growth of the steel industry.  As leaders in the steel industry, both in terms of revenue 
and output, this is especially important for ArcelorMittal.  With a growth strategy that relies heavily on 
vertical integration, entry into new markets and accessing the resources they contain is essential to the 
future success of the company.  However, these markets and the resources within them are controlled 
by various stakeholder groups, whose expectations and visions are often conflicting but who can 
ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ Žƌ ŶŽƚ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ƉůĂŶƐ ŐŽ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ?  dŚƵƐ ŝƚ ŝƐ ŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŚĂƚ
ArcelorMittal proactively engages with these stakeholders and involve them in its decision making 
processes as this will increase the likelihood of it gaining access to resources and entry to new markets 
and possibly result in a sustained competitive advantage.  Currently, there appears to be a gap in how 
effective ArcelorMittal ?Ɛ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚƚŽ ďĞ ďǇ ƐŽŵĞ
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ĂƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚŝƐũƵƐƚŝĨŝĞĚ ?ĐŽƵůĚũĞŽƉĂƌĚŝƐĞƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů
ůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ?ĨƚĞƌďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĂďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĐĂƐĞĨŽƌƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞment and then analyzing and 
discussing this perceived gap and its implications for the company, this study puts forward 
recommendations that will help ArcelorMittal identify relevant stakeholder issues and then effectively 
engage on them, recommendations that include:    
x Developing a system for indentifying internal and external stakeholders, both at a global level 
ĂŶĚĂƚĂůŽĐĂůůĞǀĞů ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŶĐůĂƐƐŝĨǇƚŚĞŵďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞŝƌŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ
strategy 
x Develop global and local stakeholder engagement strategies that emphasize proactive, two-way 
communication 
x Enter into more partnerships with NGOs and Industrial Bodies in an effort to gain insight into 
current best practices for stakeholder engagement, especially in the mining sector 
x Utilise the internet and intranet to develop interactive engagement tools that can also provide 
customised information for specific stakeholder groups 
x ĞǀĞůŽƉĂŶŽŶůŝŶĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĐĞŶƚƌĞĨŽƌƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞZĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐƚŚĂƚ
provides relevant materials and tools needed in order to create and implement local 
stakeholder engagement plans 
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1. Theme 
This study has been carried out for ArcelorMittal in the hopes of achieving the following two objectives: 
1) Highlight the need for effective stakeholder engagement on relevant corporate responsibility 
matters and the benefits to the business that arise out of it 
2) DĂƉ ŽƵƚ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚstakeholder engagement activities and identify any occurring 
gaps, with recommendations as to how these gaps could be closed  
As a company with over 310,000 employees in over 60 countries (ArcelorMittal:2008) and with a growth 
strategy that relies on acquisitions and major Greenfield projects1, the need for effective stakeholder 
engagement at ArcelorMittal is vital as it will impact not only existing operations but also enable 
operations in new countries to proceed.  This study will focus on building the business case for 
stakeholder identification and stakeholder engagement as a primary means of achieving legitimacy and 
ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ĂŶ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ  ‘licence to operate ? - all of which will enable ArcelorMittal to access 
resources that are essential to its continued growth strategy.  The study will ƚŚĞŶĂŶĂůǇǌĞƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ
stakeholders and their issues from an internal perspective and then compare that with an external 
perspective, primarily using shadow reports from NGOs and activist groups as well as media reports.  
Results will then be discussed and recommendations will be made as to how ArcelorMittal can increase 
its level of engagement in an effort to make the process more effective, not only for the company but 
also for its stakeholders.    
 
                                                          
1
 Greenfield projects can be considered to be projects that take place on previously undeveloped land in either city or rural 
areas. 
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1. 1 Introduction 
Steel is arguably one of the most important elements to ensuring the sustainable economic 
development of emerging economies.  It provides the strength by which countries support themselves 
and their growth in areas such as, infrastructure, energy delivery, housing, construction and key 
consumer goods (IISI: 2008).  Nowhere is this more relevant than in the BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, 
India and China) who will account for a global growth rate in the demand for steel of 6.3% in 2009 (IISI: 
2008).  Furthermore, steel possesses a unique property in that it can be recycled repeatedly without any 
ůŽƐƐŽĨƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ?ůĞĂĚŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƚŽƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚ “ ?Ɛ ?ƚĞĞůŝƐƚŚĞŵŽƐƚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ?ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞ ?ƌĞĐǇĐůĂďůĞĂŶĚ
sustainable material of the 21st ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ ?  ?//^/:2008:2).  However, despite all of this the steel industry 
leaves a large environmental footprint  W  “ƐƚĞĞůŵĂŬŝŶŐĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐĨŽƌĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ? ? ?A?ŽĨŐůŽďĂůŵĂŶ-
ŵĂĚĞK ?ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P2008:38)  W and perhaps an even larger social footprint.   
The steel making process requires raw materials, such as iron ore, that are obtained through mining 
activities  W a sector that is built on the extraction of finite resources, most often in developing countries, 
and thus seems to be in direct conflict with the very notion of sustainable development.  Over 300 
million people around the world rely on mining for a living (IIED:2002) and if we include those who rely 
on it indirectly, such as those in the surrounding local communities, this number increases significantly.  
The implications of this is that the steel industry, which produces an infinitely sustainable product from 
finite resources, has had to vertically integrate upstream in order to secure access to these resources  W 
resources that are ultimately controlled by local governments and communities.  This has resulted in 
steel companies having to broaden their lists of stakeholder groups as well as increase their corporate 
ƐŽĐŝĂů ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ  ?^Z )ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ŝŶ ĂŶ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ ƚŽ ŽďƚĂŝŶĂŶĚ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ  ‘ůŝĐĞŶƐĞ ƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ? ? ĂŶĚ
thus retain their access to local resources in these host countries.  Nowhere is this more apparent than 
8 
with the case of ArcelorMittal  W the largest and most integrated steel company in the world (IISI:2008, 
ArcelorMittal:2008:1). 
1.2 Steel Industry 
The rapid growth of emerging economies has seen the demand for steel rise consistently over the last 
ten years (see Figure 1) as these countries seek to develop infrastructure and satisfy construction needs.  
In 2007, the global steel market 
was estimated at US$ 1 trillion 
(ArcelorMittal:2008) and 1.342 
billion metric tonnes of steel were 
produced (IISI:2008).  Comparing 
regional consumption of steel 
(see Figure 2) we can see that in 
2007, China accounted for 36% of 
all steel  W the highest of all 
regions and an indication of the 
effect emerging economies are 
having on the demand for steel.  This is strengthened by the fact that the consumption for steel in 2007 
compared to 2006 (see Appendix 1), increased in Brazil (15%), Asia (11%) and the CIS (15%) and yet 
decreased in USA/Canada (9%).   
 
 
Figure 1: Steel Industry Growth Rate (IISI:2008) 
Figure 2: 2007 Steel Consumption by Region (IISI:2008) 
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While this increase in demand is sure to benefit those within the steel industry, it is not without its 
ĚƌĂǁďĂĐŬƐ ?dŚĞ/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů/ƌŽŶĂŶĚ^ƚĞĞů/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ ?//^/ ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ? ?ŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?Ɛ 20 largest 
steel companies (IISI:2008:1), has suggested in its 2008 World Steel in Figures report that three key areas 
of concern in this industry are the Safety and Health of employees, Climate change and Sustainability 
(IISI:2008).  It supports an ideology of innovation as a means for reduction as a way to address these 
issues, something that arguably resonates with many of the steel companies for various business 
reasons  W including reduced operating costs due to energy savings.   
Although steel production is a highly energy intensive process (ArcelorMittal:2008:40), it seems to have 
a major role to play in finding a solution to climate change through sustainable solutions.  Steel can be 
endlessly recycled throughout its life cycle without loss of properties, resulting in large amounts of COA? 
ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ ?ĂŶĚŝŶĨĂĐƚŝŶƐŽŵĞƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞĂƵƚŽŵŽďŝůĞŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ? “ ? ?A?ŽĨƚŚĞƐƚĞĞůƵƐĞĚŝŶ
ƌĞĐǇĐůĞĚ ?  ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P2008:40).  Steel also plays an essential role in developing renewable energy 
technologies as it is a vital component in wind generators, solar power structures and wave or tidal 
energy installations (ArcelorMittal:2008).   
The sheer size and impact of the steel industry results it in being a massive cause of many of the topics 
that are connected to sustainability issues, however, that same size enables it to be an equally large 
agent for change and consequently, the IISI supports a sectoral approach to finding solutions to issues 
such as Health and Safety, Climate change and sustainability.  However, this kind of sectoral approach 
only works if the largest steel companies participate and take it upon themselves to lead any type of 
change movement.  Looking at the top ten steel companies in 2007 (Figure 3), we can see that one 
company clearly dominates the industry and therefore, one would expect it to have the largest influence 
on the aforementioned issues. 
10 
 
 
1.3 ArcelorMittal 
ArcelorMittal, the 39th largest company in the world (CNNMoney.com:2008) is the result of the 
acquisition of Arcelor by the Mittal Steel Company N.V. in 2006, with the merger resulting in US$1.4 
billion in synergies by the end of 2007 (ArcelorMittal:2008).  This has led to ArcelorMittal becoming the 
largest steel maker in world, in terms of size and volume, with an industrial presence in 28 countries, 
and over 310,000 employees in 60 countries (ArcelorMittal:2008), see Figure 4.   
 
Figure 4: Number of Employees in 2007 According to Geographic Location (ArcelorMittal:2008) 
Figure 3: Top Steel Producing Companies  W 2006 and 2007, 
Million Metric Tonnes Crude Steel Output (IISI:2008) 
(1)  2007 figures includes Corus 
11 
The company has corporate headquarters in London and in Luxembourg and is listed on the Amsterdam, 
Brussels, Madrid, New York and Paris Stock Exchanges.  /Ŷ  ? ? ? ? ? ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ  “ŽǀĞƌ  ? ? ?
ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ƚŽŶŶĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƚĞĞů ĂŶĚ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ ŽĨ h^ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ďŝůůŝŽŶ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ĨŽƌ  ? ? ?A? ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
global steel market (ArcelorMittal:2008:1), see Figure 5. 
 
 
It is of little surprise then, that ArcelorMittal is the top supplier of steel products to all major market 
sectors, including automotive, construction, household appliances and packaging (ArcelorMittal:2008); 
however, this means that impact the company has on the world extends much further than just the 
steel industry.  While present in both emerging and mature markets, its key markets and major 
investments are primarily in developing countries such as, Liberia, Senegal, Kazakhstan and India.  This 
focus on Greenfield projects, especially in India where the company has invested over US$ 24 billion  W 
ƚŚĞůĂƌŐĞƐƚĨŽƌĞŝŐŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ?ƐŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? ) ?ŝƐůŝŶĞǁŝƚŚŝƚƐŐƌŽǁƚŚ
strategy of operating as a vertically integrated business -   “upstream, it owns sizeable captive supplies of 
ƌĂǁŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ ?ĚŽǁŶƐƚƌĞĂŵ ?ŝƚŽƉĞƌĂƚĞƐŽƵƚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƐ ? (ArcelorMittal:2008:1).  
Figure 5 PƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐhŶĂƵĚŝƚĞĚ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů,ŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐ ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? ) 
12 
ArcelorMittal sees its growth strategy of integration as a way of consolidating the steel industry which is 
ŚĞůƉŝŶŐƚŽ “ĐƌĞĂƚĞĂŵŽƌĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P2008:1).  Indeed, as one of 
its three core values is Sustainability, the other two being Leadership and Quality2, it seems that the 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĚŽĞƐƉƵƚ “ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ĂƚƚŚĞŚĞĂƌƚŽĨŝƚƐstrategy (ArcelorMittal:2008:1).  
/ƚ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ  “ŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ZĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŽƵƌ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ǁŝůů ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞ ŽƵƌ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ
ŵŽĚĞů ? ? ?ďƵƚ ?ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇ ?ŝƚǁŝůůŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽŶĞǁŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P2008:3).  This access to 
new markets hinges largely on the ability of the organization to appease various stakeholder groups who 
control the markets and the resources found within them; and so once again it is of little surprise that 
ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ?  “ ?Ğ ?ŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ŽƵƌ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ŝƐ Ğ ƐĞŶƚŝĂů ?  ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ?008:2).  
However, putting this statement into practice is not easy and as the company moves deeper and deeper 
into the mining sector, it is already the fourth largest mining company in the world (ArcelorMittal 
employee), this becomes increasingly important:   
 “dŚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨŶŽŶ-renewables, the diverse environmental impacts associated with their extraction  
and use, the economic importance of primary extraction industries in some countries and the social 
impacts on local communities associated with mining activities have led the mining industry to be 
ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƉƌŽůŝĨŝĐĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞƌƐŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?:ĞŶŬŝŶƐ P2004:23). 
This type of disclosure not only occurs in the realm of corporate reporting but is also linked to engaging 
various stakeholders and creating effective dialogue and feedback mechanisms for them.  Thus the task 
                                                          
2
 ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƚŚƌĞĞĐŽƌĞǀĂůƵĞƐĂƌĞ ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ?  P  ) P 
1) Sustainability: We are guiding the evolution of steel to secure the best future for the industry and for 
generations to come.  Our commitment to the world around us extends beyond the bottom line, which is why 
we invest in the people and support the communities and the world in which we operate.  This long-term 
approach is central to our business philosophy. 
2) Quality: We look beyond today to envision the steel of tomorrow.  Because Quality outcomes depend on Quality 
people, we seek to attract and nurture the best people to deliver superior solutions to our customers. 
3) Leadership: We are visionary thinkers, creating opportunities every day.  This entrepreneurial spirit brought us to 
the forefront of the steel industry.  Now we are moving beyond what the world expects of steel. 
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for ArcelorMittal is strengthening the ways in which it identifies and engages with its stakeholder groups 
and, perhaps more importantly, ensures that it engages each group on corporate responsibility issues 
that matter most to them  W because misdirected engagement is failed engagement.   
1.4 Research Question 
The purpose then of this study is to look for a solution to the following question: 
How can ArcelorMittal effectively engage its stakeholders on relevant corporate responsibility 
matters? 
1.5 Methodology 
Most of the research for this study was completed during a three month placement at ArcelorMittal, 
where I worked as part of the Group Corporate Responsibility in London.  I was involved in developing 
stakeholder engagement material for the company as well as developing strategies for both the internet 
and intranet.  While there I also had numerous informal conversations with employees from various 
corporate functions including: Investor Relations, Internal and External Communications, Procurement, 
Risk Management and Raw Materials strategy.  The knowledge I have gained from working inside the 
company has been supplemented by academic research and papers on subject matters relevant to the 
research question. 
>ŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚĂƚ/ǁĂƐƵŶĂďůĞƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂƐĂŵƉůĞƐƵƌǀĞǇŽĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ
internal and external stakeholders due to time constraints and company policy, nor was I able to visit 
ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ >ŽŶĚŽŶ  Wthis was again due to time and budget 
constraints.  Furthermore, as most of the internal documents at ArcelorMittal are considered 
confidential, only publicly available documents were used in this study. 
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1.6 Summary 
This section has been used to outline the theme of the paper as well as to give some background 
information on the Steel industry as well as on ArcelorMittal itself.  The next section will be a review of 
the relevant literature that is linked to this question and the remainder of the study will analyze the 
current situation for ArcelorMittal and develop recommendations to the research question using the 
literature review as the theoretical base. 
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2. Literature Review 
This section will attempt to cover the large field of stakeholder theory by approaching it in the following 
way: 
x Give a brief background of CSR, leading towards the introduction of Stakeholder Theory 
x Overview of Stakeholder Theory, focusing on methods of stakeholder identification and the 
various levels of engagement 
x ĞǀĞůŽƉƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇĂŶĚ ‘ůŝĐĞŶƐĞƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ?ĂƐƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞŽĨĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ
stakeholder engagement  W this will also serve to strengthen the business case for stakeholder 
engagement 
2.1 Corporate Social Responsibility 
Perhaps what makes this theory so difficult to tackle is that it as much a subjective concept as it is a 
ƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ? “dŚĞƚĞƌŵ ?^Z ?ŝƐĂďƌŝůůŝĂŶƚŽŶĞ ?ŽŶĞthat means something, but not always the 
ƐĂŵĞ ƚŚŝŶŐ ? ƚŽĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?  ?sŽƚĂǁ P1973, as quoted in Carroll:1999:280).  Depending on what country 
you live in, what industry you work in or even what school you studied at, CSR can go by many different 
names  W Philanthropy, Corporate Citizenship, Sustainability, Sustainable Development or Corporate 
Responsibility3. In fact, as Garriga and Mele (2004:51 )ŶŽƚĞ ? “ƚŚĞĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŝĞůĚŝƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇ
a landscape of theories but also a proliferation of approaches, which are controversial, complex and 
ƵŶĐůĞĂƌ ? ?  ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? ŝƚ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚƵĚǇ ƚŽ ǁĂĚĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĂ ŽĨ ^Z ƚŚĞŽƌŝĞƐ ďƵƚ
rather to ride on one of the currents that will lead us towards a solution to the research question.  It 
with this in mind that I have chosen to look at CSR through a corporate lens as this study is ultimately 
                                                          
3
 This is by no means an exhaustive list into the different terms for CSR, but rather a brief summary of perhaps the 
most widely used ones. 
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aimed at providing a solution to a corporation  W ArcelorMittal  W and thus any perspective on CSR must 
resonate with it. 
Hamann and Kapelus (2004:86 ) ĂƌŐƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ  “ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ ^Z ŝƐ ƚŽ Ăůign corporate policies and 
ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ƚŽ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ? ŝŶ ŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ? ƌĞƉƵƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ
ĐĂƉŝƚĂů ůĂŶĚ ĂŶĚ ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ? ?  dŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŝŶ ĚŝƌĞĐƚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ĐĂƐĞ ĨŽƌ ^Z as Brown & Fraser 
(2006:104) outline the advantages that this approach can have for an organization: 
x Creating financial value 
x Defence against campaigning/pressure groups 
x Attracting and motivating employees 
x Fostering good community relations 
x Maintaining a licence to operate 
x Avoiding legislation 
x Achieving business advantage 
Despite these advantages, the overall focus of the business case for CSR is on risk management and 
reputation enhancement (Brown & Fraser:2006).  This is supported by Becchetti et al. (2007:6) who 
state ƚŚĂƚ ? “^ZŵĂǇďĞƐĞĞŶĂƐĂŶĞĨĨective tool for improving firm reputation and reducing the risk of 
ƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐǀŝĐƚŝŵƐŽĨĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƐŵĂŶĚůĞŐĂůĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?And, if in fact ? “ŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŝŵĂƌǇƌĞĂƐŽŶ
ǁŚǇ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ŝŶ ^Z ŝƐ ŝŶ ŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ďĞ ƚƌƵƐƚĞĚ ďǇ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ?  ?DŽŽŶ & Vogel:2008:306) then it 
becomes important for companies to be able to understand which society they need to be trusted by in 
order to ensure that they are undertaking the correct CSR-related activities.  This then becomes 
extremely relevant for companies that operate in more than one society  W multinational enterprises 
(MNEs)  W of which ArcelorMittal is one. 
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ŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ^ŽĐŝĂů ZĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ŝƐ Ă ŶĂƚƵƌĂů ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŐŽŝŶŐ ŐůŽďĂů ĂŶĚ  “^Z
programmes are a necessary element of risk management for global cŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ?  ?<ǇƚůĞ  ?
Ruggie:2005:1).  However, Husted & Allen (2006:838) argue ƚŚĂƚ  “ŐůŽďĂů DEƐ ŽĨƚĞŶ ĨĂŝů ƚŽ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚ
ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇƚŽŝƐƐƵĞƐŽĨŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞŝƌŚŽƐƚĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐďĞĐŽŵĞƐǀŝƚĂůŝĨŽŶĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐƚŚĂƚ
MNEs rely on these host countries for access to resources and, ultimately, profits.  More often than not, 
MNEs will deploy a global CSR strategy in local markets which results in units with limited functions that 
cause them to be unable to monitor and respond to CSR issues effectively (Husted & Allen P ? ? ? ? ) ?   “
strategic approach to CSR requires that firms select a CSR strategy contingent upon the demands of 
salient local and global [markets]....the key difference between global and local CSR is the community 
that demands it ? (Husted & Allen:2006:839 ) ?tŚĂƚŵĂŬĞƐƚŚŝƐĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ŝƐ
ĂŶĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚŽŶĞƚŚĂƚ ? “ĞǆŝƐƚƐŝŶƚŚĞŵŝŶĚƐŽĨŝƚƐŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĐŽŶĨƵƐĞĚǁŝƚŚŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂů
ŽƌƐŽĐŝŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĨĂĐƚ ?  ?:ĞŶŬŝŶƐ P2004:26).   However, as long as organizations are aware of 
this ƚŚĞŶƚŚĞǇĐĂŶďĞŐŝŶƚŽĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ŐůŽďĂů ?ĂŶĚ ‘ůŽĐĂů ?^Z strategies.   
WĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŚĞĞĂƐŝĞƐƚǁĂǇĨŽƌĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐƚŽĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƚǁŽƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐĨŽƌ^ZŝƐƚŚĂƚ ‘ůŽĐĂů ?
^Z ĚĞĂůƐ ǁŝƚŚ  “ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?  ?,ƵƐƚĞĚ & 
Allen:2006:840 )ĂŶĚ ‘ŐůŽďĂů ?^ZĚĞĂůƐǁŝƚŚ “ƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚŽƐĞ ‘ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐƚŽǁŚŝĐŚ
Ăůů ƐŽĐŝĞƚŝĞƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ŚĞůĚ ? ?  ?,ƵƐƚĞĚ & Allen:2006:840)  W ƚŚŝƐ ƚŚĞŶ ůŝŶŬƐ  ‘ŐůŽďĂů ?^Z ĐůŽƐĞůǇ ƚŽ ideals of 
hŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůŝƐŵ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ  ‘ůŽĐĂů ?^Z ŝƐŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇ ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞ ? Finally, Husted & Allen (2006:841) 
ĂƌŐƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ?  “Ă Ĩŝƌŵ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂŶĚůĞƐ ^Z ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐĂůůǇ ǁŝůů ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ ŐůŽďĂů ĂŶĚ ůŽĐĂů ^Z ŝƐƐƵĞƐ
independently...and respond to those CSR issues according to demands for responsiveness and 
integration by local and global NGOs, host and home country governments and ůŽĐĂůŵĂƌŬĞƚƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ?, 
all of whom could be classified as being among the stakeholders of an MNE. 
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2.2 Stakeholder Theory 
Stakeholder theory can be seen, perhaps most easily, as opposing the traditional  ‘theory of the firm ? 
view which argues that firms are only accountable to their shareholders; whereas stakeholder theory 
(Figure 6) widens this range of accountability to include persons Žƌ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ  “Ă ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂƚĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ?ŽƌƐƚĂŬĞ ?ŝŶǁŚĂƚƚŚĞĨŝƌŵŝƐĚŽŝŶŐĂŶĚŚŽǁŝƚŝƐĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚŝŶŐŝƚƐŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ? 
(Carroll & Nasi:1997:47).  This notion is built 
upon what is perhaps the most well-known, 
and also the broadest definition of 
stakeholders, first brought forth by Freeman 
(1984:46 ) ? “ ?Ă ?ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ŝŶĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ
is (by definition) any group of individual who 
can affect or is affected by the achievement of 
ƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ? ?  This definition is supported by Clarkson (1995:106) who expands on it by 
ƐƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ ? “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂƌĞƉĞƌƐŽŶƐŽƌŐƌŽƵƉƐƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞ ?ŽƌĐůĂŝŵ ?ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?ƌŝŐŚƚƐŽƌŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐŝŶĂ
ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝƚƐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ƉĂƐƚƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŽƌĨƵƚƵƌĞ ? ?'ĂƌƌŝŐĂ& Mele (2004:60) follow up on this idea  W 
 “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽlders are identified by their interests in the corporation, whether or not the corporation has 
any corresponding functional interest in them...the interest of all stakeholderƐĂƌĞŽĨŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐǀĂůƵĞ ?.  It 
ŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚŝƐ ‘ŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐǀĂůƵĞ ?ƚŚĂƚĞĂĐŚƐƚĂŬeholder group must be considered in and of itself rather 
than just focusing on one group, which traditionally has been the Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛshareholders. 
dŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ?ƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐƐŽŵĞ  ‘ŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐǀĂůƵĞ ?  “ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞƐ ƚŚĂƚĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŵĂǇ
create neŐĂƚŝǀĞ ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌďĂůĂŶĐĞĚ ? ? ?ďǇ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ?
(Becchetti et al.:2007:3)  W which creates the link between CSR activities and stakeholder theory.  This 
link is also strengthened by the fact that part of the value stakeholders have for a company is directly 
Figure 6: Stakeholder Theory (Donaldson & Preston:1995) 
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ƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƌŝƐŬŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ P “^ZƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐĂƌĞĂŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƌŝƐŬŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
for global companies because they provide the framework and principles for stakeholder engagement 
and can supply a weaůƚŚ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞ ŽŶ ĞŵĞƌŐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ?ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?  ?<ǇƚůĞ  ?
Ruggie:2005:1).  Since globalization has led to a significant shift in market-power for stakeholders such 
as communities, employees, regulators, politicians, suppliers, NGOs and the media, stakeholders are 
now more empowered than ever before (Kytle & Ruggie:2005).  This new group of empowered 
stakeholders is ĨŽƌĐŝŶŐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂǁĂƌĞ ŽĨ  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů ƌŝƐŬ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŽĐĐƵƌƐ ǁŚĞŶ  “ĂŶ ĞŵƉŽǁĞƌĞĚ
stakeholder takes up a social issue and applies pressure on a corporation (exploiting a vulnerability in 
the earning drivers  W e.g. reputation and image) so that the company will change policies or approaches 
ŝŶƚŚĞŵĂƌŬĞƚƉůĂĐĞ ? ?<Ǉtle & Ruggie:2005:6).  dŚŝƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůƌŝƐŬ ?ĂƌŝƐĞƐĨƌŽŵĂĨŝƌŵ ?ƐĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽ
ŵĞĞƚ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ŶĞĞĚƐ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŚĂƐ Ă ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽŶ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ Ĩŝƌŵ ƌĞƉƵƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ  “ƚŚƵƐ
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƐƚƐ ŽĨ ^Z ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŵƵĐŚ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ?  ?<ƵƌƵĐǌ et 
al.:2008:90).   
Another source of value that stakeholders have is in the resources they possess  W  “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ
seen...as determinants of corporate resources and this explains their strategic importance for 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?ĞŶƚĐŚĞǀ P2004:399).  If stakeholders can be seen as acting as gatekeepers to resources 
that firms need (Svendsen et al.:2001), CSR activities then become a way of increasing the intent of 
stakeholders to commit resources such as money, labour and even access to new markets, to the 
benefit of the company (Sen et al.:2006).  If we take this concept one step further - that stakeholders 
ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ǀŝƚĂů ƚŽ Ă ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ - and can include customers, 
suppliers, employers and governments as stakeholders, it can then be argued that: 
 “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂƌĞ ŝŶĞƐƐence the market in all its forms.  They determine what is a fair price, what is a 
successful product, what is an unacceptable strategy, what is intolerable discrimination etc.  The 
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mechanisms for these determinations include purchase transactions, supplier contracts, government 
ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƉƵďůŝĐƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ? ?^ǌǁĂũŬŽǁƐŬŝ P2000:385). 
Consequently, any CSR activities that fail to produce the intended results, that is stakeholders 
committing resources to the company, can be seen as a misallocation of scarce resources by the firm 
itself (Barkemeyer:2007).  dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ? “ƚŚĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨĂĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉǁŝƚŚŝƚƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĐĂŶ
ďĞ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ĂŶ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĂĐĞƐƐ ǀĂůƵĂďůĞ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?(Svendsen et 
al.:2001:14).  It then becomes vital that firms are able to identify the key stakeholders that are in 
ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŽƐĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞŽĨƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů ? 
2.3 Stakeholder Identification 
 This is perhaps the most important stage of stakeholder engagement as it is essential that firms are able 
to identify different groups of stakeholders so that they can allocate resources, in most cases time and 
effort, towards them accordingly.  Because the list of stakeholders that a firm may affect can potentially 
ďĞĞŶĚůĞƐƐŝƚŝƐŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƚŚĂƚ “ĨŝƌŵƐŶĞĞĚƚŽŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĂůŝŵŝƚĞĚƐĞƚŽĨƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐǁŝƚŚǁŚŽŵƚŚĞǇĐĂŶ
develop strong relationships with....priorities need to be established between these stakeholders for 
firms to be able to engage with them and manage the trade-ŽĨĨƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞŵ ? ?<ŶŽǆ P et al.:2005:20).  
This view is supported by Shanker et al. (2002:336 )ǁŚŽĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚĨŝƌŵƐ “ƐŚŽƵůĚƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ
needs based on key criteria that could include relationship to firm performance, future growth, 
ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚǇĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĨĂĐƚŽƌƐƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽĨŝƌŵƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ? The first step then is to group 
together stakeholders with similar interests, claims or rights, such as employees, shareholders, 
communities etc. (Clarkson:1995), so that firms can be more efficient when developing their 
engagement strategy.   
Clarkson (1995) distinguishes between Primary stakeholder groups (PSG) and Secondary stakeholder 
groups (SSG).   W^'  “ŝƐ ŽŶĞ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ǁŚŽƐĞ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ƐƵƌǀŝǀĞ ?
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(Clarkson:1995:106).  TŚĞƐĞǁŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ?ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?ƐŚĂƌĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ ?ƐƵƉƉůŝĞƌƐĂŶĚ “ǁŚĂƚŝƐ
defined as the public stakeholder group: the governments and communities that provide markets and 
infrastructure, whose laws and regulations muƐƚďĞŽďĞǇĞĚ ?  ?ůĂƌŬƐŽŶ P1995:106).  This relationship is 
also characterized by a high level of interdependence between the PSG and the firm (Clarkson:1995)  W 
which has an effect on the type of strategies used by each side in dealing with the other (Hendry:2005).  
&ŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ĂŚŝŐŚůĞǀĞůŽĨŝŶƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞǁĞůĨĂƌĞŽĨƚŚĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŝƐĐůŽƐĞůǇƚŝĞĚ
ƚŽƚŚĞǁĞůĨĂƌĞŽĨƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ? ? ? ?dŚĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ?ƚŚĞŶ ?ǁŝůůŶŽƚǁŝƐŚƚŽƐĞĞƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐƐƵĐĐĞƐƐƚŚƌĞĂƚĞŶĞĚ ?
(Frooman:1999:200).  Thus the stakeholder will select its strategy for engaging with the firm with this in 
mind.  This is perhaps most evident when considering governments as a PSG - they would not choose a 
strategy of withholding resources from the firm as the firm brings profit to the host country in the form 
of taxes paid, employment and infrastructure development.  dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?  “ƚŚĞ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ƚŽ ƌĞƚĂŝŶthe 
participation of a Primary Stakeholder GƌŽƵƉ ǁŝůů ƌĞƐƵůƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? 
(Clarkson:1995:110 ) ĚƵĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ŝŶĂďility to create and distribute wealth and/or value which 
satisfies the PSGs (Clarkson:1995).  So not only does the firm gain value from its stakeholders but in 
return it also is expected to provide value for them, creating a continuous circle of value creation and 
distribution amongst firms and its PSGs.  &ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ?  “ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ƵƐƵĂůůǇ ƐĞĞŬ ƚŽ ? ? ?ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝƐĞ ƚŚĞ
interests of those stakeholder groups who exert the greatest economic power and influence over 
 ?ƚŚĞŵ ? ? ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ ?ĞŶŶĞƚ P2004:687), resulting in a tendency of businesses to focus mainly on PSGs.   
^ĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƐĂƌĞƚŚĞŶĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ “ĂƐƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŽŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽƌĂĨĨĞĐƚ ?ŽƌĂƌĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚŽƌ
affected by, the corporation, but they are not engaged in transactions with the corporation and are not 
ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌŝƚƐƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů ? ?ůĂƌŬƐŽŶ P1006:106).  It is important to note that while the corporation is not 
dependent on SSGs for its survival, these groups, such as NGOs and the media, can cause significant 
damage to the corporation (Clarkson:1995), often by using ĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌ ?hƐŝŶŐĂƌŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?) flow chart 
to outline the strategies of Activist Groups, or NGOs, (Figure 7) we can see how environmental and 
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corporate watchdog groups are not only globalising, but also collaborating (Kapelus:2002).  Activist 
groups use the media - both are considered SSGs - as a low cost information provider.  Once these issues 
get into the public sphere, through the 
ŵĞĚŝĂ ?Ɛ ĐŽǀĞƌĂŐĞ of them, they begin 
to affect public sentiment.  This then 
has a trickle down affect and results in 
actions being taken against the firm, 
most often by PSGs such as consumers 
and governments  W thereby emphasizing the power that SSGs can have over a firm even if the firm is not 
directly relying on them for its survival.  dŚƵƐ ?  “ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌrelationships is important for 
global companies because if they do not effectively manage those relationships, stakeholders will likely 
engage companies in the court of public opinion with little or no 
ƐĂǇƐŽďǇĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ? ?<ǇƚůĞ ?ZƵŐŐŝĞ P2005:10).     
  Mitchell et al. (1997) expanded on this process of indentifying 
stakeholder groups by creating their own  ‘^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ dǇƉŽůŽŐǇ ?
(Figure 8) which defined three core types of stakeholders, those 
with Power, those with Legitimacy, those with Urgency or those 
with a combination of two or even three of those characteristics.  
It was argued then, that stakeholders would not be deemed salient by firms unless they possessed more 
than one of the three core characteristics (Mitchell et al.:1997) and therefore, stakeholders who were 
thought to be powerful, legitimate and have an urgent claim or issue were the most important 
stakeholder group for a firm  W Žƌ ŝŶ ůĂƌŬƐŽŶ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƚĞƌŵƐ P ƚŚĞǇ ǁŽƵůĚbe considered a Primary 
Stakeholder.  Whereas, SSGs could be compared to stakeholders who possess either one or two 
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐďƵƚƐŚŽƵůĚƚŚĞǇƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƵƉǁŝƚŚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉǁŚŽŽĐĐƵƉŝĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?Ɛ
Figure 7 PĐƚŝǀŝƐƚƐ ?ŐĞŶĞƌŝĐƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ?ĂƌŽŶ P ? ? ?6) 
Figure 8: Stakeholder typology 
(Mitchell at al.:1997) 
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missing characteristic(s), such as Activist groups using the media to influence public sentiment, then that 
stakĞŚŽůĚĞƌĐĂŶƋƵŝĐŬůǇďĞĐŽŵĞĂ ‘ĞĨŝŶŝƚŝǀĞ ?Žƌ ‘WƌŝŵĂƌǇ ?ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ.   
As a consequence of this, it becomes increasingly important for firms to manage all of their stakeholders 
to stop SSGs from becoming PSGs and to retain the continued participation of PSGs.  Therefore,  “ ?Ă ?
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŵƵƐƚďĞĂǁĂƌĞŽĨĂŶĚƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƚŽƚŚĞǀĂƌŝŽƵƐĚĞŵĂŶĚƐŽĨŝƚƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵĞŶƚƐ ? ?WĞĚĞƌƐĞŶ P2006:38)   
and a  “ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ĨŝƌŵƐ ƚŚĞŶďĞĐŽŵĞ ƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞďĞƐƚĂďůĞ ƚŽŵĂŶĂŐĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ? 
(Carroll:1997:47).  This results in ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŽƌĞƐŽůǀĞƚŚĞ “ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůĞĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶWƌŝŵĂƌǇ
^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƐ ? ?ůĂƌŬƐŽŶ P1995:112 )ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐ ? “ƚŚĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ? ? ?ďĞĐŽŵĞƐƚŚĞ
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůǁŚŽĐĂŶĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƚŽƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƐƵĐŚĂǁĂǇƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?Ɛgoals are reached 
ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ƐĂƚŝƐĨŝĞĚ ? (Carroll:1997:47).  Herein lies the importance of effective stakeholder 
engagement, as a means of satisfying the often conflicting views of a diverse range of stakeholder 
groups.  
2.4 Stakeholder Engagement 
It is at this point necessary to acknowledge the different terms used to describe a companǇ ?Ɛ 
interactions with stakeholders as although each term used roughly outlines a similar process, each term 
has its own unique connotation.  The three most commonly used terms in the literature are: dialogue, 
communication and engagement.  While both  ‘dialogue ? and  ‘communication ? appear to be very equal 
terms, in that each group shares equal responsibility for initiating and participating in any type of 
interaction or discussion;  ‘engagement, ? however, puts more emphasis on the firm having to proactively 
engage its stakeholders.  This then puts a disproportionately large amount of responsibility on the firm 
for seeking out and engaging with its stakeholders  W perhaps well deserved as the firm is relying on 
resources that it must obtain from its stakeholders.  Therefore for the purpose of this study, the term 
 ‘ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ŚĂƐďĞĞŶƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐĂůůǇƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚĂƐŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽ ‘ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? in an effort 
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to emphasize the responsibility firms have in proactively engaging their stakeholders - and even though 
other authors may be quoted using alternative terms in this study, the reader must be aware that they 
ĂƌĞďĞŝŶŐƵƐĞĚƚŽƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶƚŚĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚĨŽƌ ‘ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?
Perhaps a more effective way to look at the case for engagement is found using Svendsen eƚĂů ? ?s (2001) 
 “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ sŝĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?  ?&ŝŐƵƌĞ9).  Being very similar to ĂƌƌŽůů ?s  ? ? ? ? ? )  “Wyramid of 
ŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ^ŽĐŝĂů ZĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ? (see Appendix 2), the 
bottom level of the pyramid, Compliant, is where the 
corporation does the bare minimum in order to meet 
regulations and avoid harm  W this could be meeting the 
requirements of key stakeholders such as the government 
and employees.  The second level, Responsive, is when the 
Ĩŝƌŵ ŝƐ  “ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?(Svendsen et al.:2001:5) so that the 
firm achieves success in social, environmental and economic terms.  The final stage, Engaged, can be 
understood as when the firm ŝƐ “ŵĂǆŝŵŝǌŝŶŐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ?ƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚ ?(Svendsen et 
al.:2001:5) through active engagement with its various stakeholders.  This view effectively depicts the 
difference between a firm being Compliant and Responsive  W both very passive, reactive strategies - 
compared to being Engaged - which is a much more proactive strategy.  In fact, when we compare this 
ǀŝĞǁ ƚŽ ůĂƌŬƐŽŶ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )  “ZĞĂĐƚŝǀĞ-Defensive-Accommodative-WƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ  ?ZW ) ^ĐĂůĞ ?(Table 1) we 
gain real insight into this difference. 
 
Figure 9: A Stakeholder View 
of the Corporation 
(Svendsen et al.:2001) 
Table 1: The Reactive-Defensive-Accommodative-Proactive (RDAP) Scale (Clarkson:1995) 
25 
 The question here iƐ ĨŽƵŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌ ƚŚĞ  ‘WĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ĐŽůƵŵŶ  W doing less or more than required, by 
ǁŚŽŵ ?dŚĞĂŶƐǁĞƌŽĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ ?ŝƐĂĨŝƌŵ ?ƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂŶĚǁŚĞŶǁĞĐŽŵďŝŶĞƚŚĞůĂƌŬƐŽŶ ?ƐZWƐcale 
with Svendsen Ğƚ Ăů ? ?Ɛ (2001)  “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ sŝĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?  ?&ŝŐƵƌĞ10), we get a better 
understanding of what engagement truly connotes  W proactivity. 
Therefore, engaging with stakeholders means 
being proactive throughout the process and 
will should result in maximizing value for the 
firm.  One way that this can be illustrated is 
through issue identification.  Clarkson 
(1995:103 ) ? ĂƌŐƵĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ  “ŝƚ ŝƐ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ƚŽ
develop a systematic method of determining 
what is and what is not a social issue for a corporation....[a] particular society (municipal, state or 
national) determines what is a social issue and, when it is considered necessary, the relevant polity 
ĞŶĂĐƚƐůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? Consequently, if no such regulation or legislation is in place, then the 
issue could be a stakeholder issue but that does not mean that it is always a social issue (Clarkson:1995).  
What engagement enables a firm to do is to be aware of stakeholder issues and act on them before they 
become social issues, as compliance to legislation can be costly to a firm.  UsiŶŐĂƌŽŶ ?Ɛ ?2006)  “/ssue 
>ŝĨĞ ǇĐůĞ ? ĐƵƌǀĞ  ?&ŝŐƵƌĞ  ? ? )we 
can see that as issues reach the 
legislation stage their impact on 
the firm increases rapidly, 
therefore proactive stakeholder 
engagement can be seen to 
maximize value for a firm in that it enables the firm to identify relevant stakeholder issues and keep 
Figure 10: Proactive Engagement 
Figure 11: Issue Life Cycle (Baron:2006) 
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them from becoming social issues which would result in increased costs for the firm in terms of 
government legislation and enforcement.  So now it is essential that we look at the various methods of 
stakeholder engagement in an effort to better understand the current situation at ArcelorMittal, the 
strategic implications for that and what decisions need to be made to position the company well for the 
future. 
The key to any type of stakeholder engagement is decision-making, in fact at its most basic level 
 “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƚŚĞŽƌǇŝƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚǁŝƚŚǁŚŽŚĂƐŝŶƉƵƚŝŶĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐĂƐǁĞůůǁŝƚŚǁŚŽďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĨƌŽŵ
ƚŚĞŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐŽĨƐƵĐŚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ? ?WŚŝůůŝƉƐĞƚĂů ? P2003:487).  The value to the firm in this regard is that by 
ŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐŝŶĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?ĨŝƌŵƐ P “ĚŝŵŝŶŝƐŚƚŚĞǀĞƚŽƉŽǁĞƌŽĨǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƐŽĐŝĞƚĂů
actors by involving them in decision making [and] improve the quality of decision making by using the 
information and solutions of various aĐƚŽƌƐ ?  ?ĚĞůĞŶďŽƐ & Klijn:2005:417).  Referring back to the 
 ‘ŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐǀĂůƵĞ ?ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐ ?ďǇĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŵŝŶƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?ĨŝƌŵƐ
not only improve the likelihood of gaining access to the resources its stakeholders possess and  improve 
the quality of their information but also this improvement of information enables it to allocate its 
resources more effectively.  Consequently, the task of the firm in any type of engagement process is to 
ĨŝŶĚ  “ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝǀĞ ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ  ?ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?ƚŽ ĂĐƚŝǀĂƚĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?  ?ĚĞůĞŶďŽƐ & 
Klijn:2005:419).  This is perhaps best accomplished through a focus on procedure rather than results.  
 “WƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ ŝƐ ĂƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŶĂů ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ  ?ŽĨ ǁĞĂůƚŚ ? ?...people find 
ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĂůůŽǁĨŽƌŐƌĞĂƚĞƌƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐƚŽďĞĨĂŝƌĞƌ ? ?WŚŝůůŝƉƐĞƚĂů ? P2003:487).  
Thus it is how fair, and how inclusive, stakeholders perceive the decision making process to be that 
affects their ultimate decision  W but this is not as straightforward as it seems. 
Unerman & Bennett (2004:689 ) ĂƌŐƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ  “ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ĂĐĐĞƉƚĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ĂŶǇ ŶŽƌŵ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ Ă ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ ŵŽƌĂů ǀŝĞǁ ĂŵŽŶŐ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ Ă ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ? ? ǁŚŽ ĐĂŶ ďĞ
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considered stakeholderƐ ŝŶ ƐŽŵĞ ǁĂǇ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ?  “ƐƵĐŚ Ă ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ ĐĂŶ ŽŶůǇ ďĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ Ă
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨƵŶďŝĂƐĞĚĂŶĚƚƌƵƚŚĨƵůĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ? ?dŚĞǇŐŽĨƵƌƚŚĞƌand explain ƚŚĂƚ ? “ĂůůŵĞŵďĞƌƐ
of society must have the opportunity of actively participating in the discouƌƐĞŽĨ ? ? ?ĚĞďĂƚĞƐ ? ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ ?
Bennett:2004:690) and this is necessary for two reasons: 
1) Participation ensures each person can represent their own interests 
2) The manner in which individuals represent themselves must be open to criticism by others so 
the validity and strength of these claimed interests can be proved and tested (Unerman & 
Bennett:2004:690) 
This suggests that stakeholder engagement needs to move towards what Habermas (1992) would 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ŝĚĞĂůƐƉĞĞĐŚƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĞǀĞƌǇƉĞƌƐŽŶŽƌŐƌŽƵƉ is allowed a voice in the decision 
making process, making the procedure fair and inclusive.  Donaldson & Preston (1995:73) echoes the 
ƐĞŶƚŝŵĞŶƚ ĂƐ ŚĞ ĂƌŐƵĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ?  “ĨŝƌŵƐ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƌĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐĞĚ ĂůŽŶŐ  ‘<ĂŶƚŝĂŶ ůŝŶĞƐ ? ? ? ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ
each stakeholder groƵƉŚĂƐƚŚĞ “ƌŝŐŚƚƚŽďĞƚƌĞĂƚĞĚĂƐĂŶĞŶĚŝŶŝƚƐĞůĨ ?ĂŶĚŶŽƚĂƐŵĞĂŶƐƚŽƐŽŵĞŽƚŚĞƌ
end and therefore must participate in determining the future direction of the firm in which it has a 
ƐƚĂŬĞ ?.  The practicality of this idea is questionable and has in fact led some people to suggest that, 
 “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƚŚĞŽƌǇĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĚĞƐƚƌŽǇƐďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ? ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞĂďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐƚŚĂƚŝƐĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďůĞ
ƚŽĂůů ?ŝƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďůĞƚŽŶŽŶĞ ?(Sternberg: 2000:51f).  However, this is not necessarily true, as in 
practicĞ ?  “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƐŝŵƉůŝĨǇŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ďǇ ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐ ŽŶ Ă ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ? Ă ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ? ĂŶĚ ďǇ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ ƌƵůĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ?
(Pedersen:2006:143). 
 A key factor in the procedure of stakeholder engagement is for firms to decide what type of 
communications strategy they want to follow.  However, throughout this process there is one key 
assumption that needs to be made  W ƚŚĞ “ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂƌĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌ
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support, oƌŽƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ?DŽƌƐŝŶŐ & Schultz:2006:328).  This is important because if we 
can assume stakeholders to be influential, most obviously in terms of the resources they command, 
ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĞ ƚǇƉĞ ŽĨ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ĐŚŽƐĞŶ ŵƵƐƚ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ƚŚŝƐ ?  dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?  “ďy engaging in dialogue with 
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?ƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŝĚĞĂůůǇĞŶƐƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚŝƚŬĞĞƉƐĂďƌĞĂƐƚŶŽƚŽŶůǇŽĨŝƚƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?ĐŽŶĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
expectations but also its potential influence on those expectations, as well as letting those expectations 
influence and chĂŶŐĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ŝƚƐĞůĨ ?  ?DŽƌƐŝŶŐ & Schultz:2006:328).  The notion of stakeholder 
expectations can be considered as stakeholder issues therein supporting the argument for engagement.  
Morsing & Schultz (2006) outlines three basic CSR communications strategies (Appendix 3) and each one 
can be seen as being on a ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  “WƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ ŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ƉǇƌĂŵŝĚ ? dŚĞ  “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ
Information SƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ĐĂŶ ďĞ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ďĞŝŶŐ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŽŵƉůŝĂŶƚ ůĞǀĞů ĂƐ ŝƚ ŝƐ ůĂƌŐĞůǇ ŽŶĞ-way 
communication that is designed to inform stakeholders rather than involve them.  This is different from 
ƚŚĞ “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? that is closer to the Responsive level as although it supports two-
way communication, it is asymmetrical with the firm doing most of the communicating as it 
demonstrates to stakeholders how it is responsive to their concerns (Morsing & Schultz:326:2006).  It is 
Morsing ĂŶĚ ^ĐŚƵůƚǌ ?Ɛ (2006) final strategy that is closer to stakeholder engagement and would be 
considered to be at the Engaged level of the pyramid  W ƚŚĞ  “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ /ŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ? dŚŝƐ
process is again two-way but more importantly, it is symmetrical - which is more likely to result in the 
participants considering the engagement procedures to be fair, resulting in better outcomes for the 
Ĩŝƌŵ ?  &ŝƌŵƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂĚŽƉƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĂƚ  “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ? ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ
ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?  ?DŽƌƐŝŶŐ & Schultz P ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ ŵŽƐƚ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇ ? ĨŝƌŵƐ  “ŝŶǀŝƚĞ ĂŶĚ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚ
frequent, systematic and pro-active dialogue with stakehŽůĚĞƌƐ ?  ?DŽƌƐŝŶŐ & Schultz:326:2006, 
emphasis added).   
Once again we see the vital role proactivity plays in effective stakeholder engagement, as well as in 
developing systems for engaging them.  The outcome of this type of strategy is that firms build third-
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party endorsement of their CSR initiatives (Figure 
12) ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ  “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌs are themselves 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ^ZŵĞƐƐĂŐĞƐ ?  ?DŽƌƐŝŶŐ & 
Schultz:326:2006) and have therefore bought into 
the decision making process and whatever results 
it has produced.  /ĨǁĞŐŽďĂĐŬƚŽĂƌŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?)
 “Đƚŝǀŝst Generic SƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ? ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ƐĞĞ ŚŽǁ
important this third-party endorsement can be for a firm.  By proactively engaging stakeholders such 
NGOs and the media, and involving them in the decision process, firms can have some influence as to 
ŚŽǁƚŚĞƐĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĞŶĚŽƌƐĞƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐĂĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉƵďůŝĐ ? 
Arguably, within any type of stakeholder dialogue there are different levels of engagement  W this often 
depends on how important the firm believes a certain stakeholder group to be (i.e. a PSG or a SSG).  
Pedersen (2006) outlines five key dimensions to stakeholder engagement (Figure 13): Inclusion, 
Openness, Tolerance, Empowerment and Transparency. 
 
Figure 13: Stakeholder dialogue: Levels of engagement (Pedersen:2006) 
Figure 12: A Model of CSR 
Communications (Morsing et al.:2008 
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Here again we see that the higher the level of engagement, the closer we move ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ĂŶ  “/ĚĞĂů
^ƉĞĞĐŚ^ŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ? W all relevant stakeholders are included, alternative and critical voices are respected, 
there is freedom and equality in dialogue and in the decisions made  W directly linked to fairness - and 
there is full access to information about the process and its results (Pedersen:2006).  The importance of 
ƚŚŝƐ “ĨƵůůĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝƐŽĨƚĞŶƵŶĚĞƌ-represented in the Stakeholder literature; however, it is a 
vital aspect in the process of engagement and perhaps gives the strongest argument for the need for 
firms to proactively engage with their stakeholders, the need to be accountable to them.  
 “ ? ?ĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ŝƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚǁŽ ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŽŶĞ ǁŚŽ ŝƐ
accountable, explains or justifies actions to the one to whŽŵƚŚĞĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝƐŽǁĞĚ ?(Gray et al.:1997, as 
quoted in Swift:2001:17).  Firms are accountable to stakeholders in the sense that they must justify their 
actions to stakeholders in the hopes of justifying the decision of stakeholders to relinquish their 
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ? “ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽŐŝǀĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽŵĂŬĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ
ŽƌƚĂŬĞĂĐƚŝŽŶĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ŝĨƚŚĞǇĐŚŽŽƐĞ ? ?^ǁŝĨƚ P2001:17).  &ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ? “ƚŚĞ
disclosure of information may be employed by the organization to manage the stakeholders to gain 
ĂƉƉƌŽǀĂů ?(Coupland:2005:357).  The higher the level of engagement that a firm participates in and the 
more information it chooses to disclose will not only increase accountability, but will also increase 
stakeholder participation and involvement because they will have the necessary resources, in this case 
information, needed to make an informed decision that they feel is fair and equitable. 
However, even though the right side of Figure 14 ŵĂǇďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚĂƐ ‘ŝĚĞĂů ?ŝƚŝƐŶŽƚĂůǁĂǇƐŽďƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ
or even desirable (Pedersen:2006) and conversely, nor does the left side indicate a superficial effort at 
ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?   “/Ŷ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ? ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ  ?ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ŝƐ ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ďĞ ůŽcated somewhere between the 
two extremes because identification of and communication with stakeholders is costly and time-
ĐŽŶƐƵŵŝŶŐ ? ĂŶĚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬĞƌƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ďĂůĂŶĐĞƚŚĞƐĞ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ ?
(Pedersen:2006:142-143).  Thus we return to the need to limit the number of stakeholders involved as 
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well as the issues discussed and develop engagement procedures that will provide the most benefit to 
the parties involved - a sort of systematic stakeholder filtration system (Figure 14): 
      
 
 
       
 
 
Pedersen (2006), who emphasizes the need to operationalize CSR-related activities such as stakeholder 
ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ŚĂƐ ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞĚĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂƐďĞŝŶŐĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĐŽŶƐŝƐƚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚƌĞĞƉŚĂƐĞƐ ?   “ĂĐŚƉŚĂƐĞ
ŚĂƐ Ă  ‘ĨŝůƚĞƌ ? ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂŬĞƐ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĚŝĂůogue more operable, but also limits the benefits that the 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇĐĂŶĞǆƉĞĐƚƚŽĚĞƌŝǀĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ? ?WĞĚĞƌƐĞŶ P2006:143).  The filters serve as a way to 
narrow down the almost limitless number of stakeholder groups and issues into a few strategic ones 
ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ŬĞǇ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ  Wenabling it to strategically contain a possibly 
overwhelming group of stakeholders and issues into a feasible one that managers can act upon.  
However, it must be noted that the one thing that is perhaps missing from this flow chart is the absence 
of any type of feedback mechanisms for stakeholderƐŽŶĐĞƚŚĞ “/ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ ?ƐƚĂŐĞŚĂƐ
been reached, this would enable the process to start at the beginning, again resulting in a more holistic 
procedure.  It is vital that stakeholders be viewed as co-decision makers who can inform an approach or 
a solution with this type of feedback loop meaning that ĨŝƌŵƐĂƌĞ  “ŝŶĨŽƌŵŝŶŐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂŶĚŚĂǀŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞŵŝŶĨŽƌŵ ?ƚŚĞ ?ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ?<ǇƚůĞ ?ZƵŐŐŝĞ P2005:11).  
Figure 14: The Phases of Stakeholder Dialogue and Related Filters (Pedersen:2006) 
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TŚĞ ‘ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶĨŝůƚĞƌ ?ŝƐĂďŽƵƚƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƐŐĂŝŶŝŶŐĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ? “ŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ
are unlikely to have the capacity to include all stakeholders in the dialogue and therefore a selection 
must be made  W a selection that will have conseqƵĞŶĐĞƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂŶĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ?
(Pedersen:2006:144).  This stage can also be considered the stakeholder identification stage where 
companies must identify their PSGs, as well as SSGs, in order to aim their engagement at those groups 
who are most vital to it; however, the process by which this is done is best decided by the firm itself.  
dŚĞ  ‘ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŝůƚĞƌ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ƚŚĞǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌǀŽŝĐĞƐ ŝŶƚŽĂ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
number of decisions made by the firm (Pedersen:2006).  TŚŝƐ ŝƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?  “ ?Ɛ ?ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ŝƐ Ă
complicated process and it may not be possible to come up with ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚƐĂƚŝƐĨǇĂůůƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?
(Pedersen:2006:144).  As mentioned earlier, this is an important role of the CSR manager  W to act as a 
filter - as he/she needs to be able to manage the various stakeholder relationships as well as their 
individual expectations in an effort to avoid any of the PSGs withdrawing from the process as a result of 
feeling that it is unfair and their needs/expectations have not been met.  This is crucial because in 
ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ ?  “ŵĂŶǇ ĂĐƚŽƌƐ ĂƌĞ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ŝŶ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ? ? ?ƚŚĞƐĞ ĂĐƚŽƌƐ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇ
possess vital resources to realize policy goals and outcomes but also have different perceptions on the 
ƉƌŽďůĞŵ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŝĚĞĂƐ ŽŶ ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?  ?ĚĞůĞŶďŽƐ P2005:419).  So 
stakeholders ? decisions will often collide with one another, challenging the outcome of the engagement 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ƐŽ  “ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŝůƚĞƌ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ intentionally or unintentionally the decisions 
ĞŶƐƵŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ŵĂǇ ĚŝǀĞƌŐĞ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?  ?WĞĚĞƌƐĞŶ P2006:144).  
However, it is important to remember that it is often not the result of the engagement that is so 
important but rather the process that was undertaken to get there. 
&ŝŶĂůůǇ ?ƚŚĞ ‘ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞĨŝůƚĞƌ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐƚŚĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚŽĐĐƵƌŽŶĐĞƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŚĂƐůĞĨƚƚŚĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
ĂƌĞŶĂ ? “dŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞĨŝůƚĞƌƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚŚĞĚŝǀĞƌŐĞŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞŽďƐĞƌǀĂďůĞĂĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚhe intentions 
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ƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĞŶƐƵŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ?  ?WĞĚĞƌƐĞŶ P2006:144).  These 
 ‘ŽďƐĞƌǀĂďůĞĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƌĞŽĨƚĞŶ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚďǇ ůŽĐĂů ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
conditions (Pedersen:2006) causing the implementation of the results to vary across regions.  Perhaps 
ƚŚĞŐƌĞĂƚĞƐƚĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞƚŚĞ  ‘ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ĨŝůƚĞƌ ?ŚĂƐ ƚŽƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŵĞĂŶƚŚĂƚĂůůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ
made in the engagement process will be operationalized, as Pedersen (2006:150 )ŶŽƚĞƐ ? “ ?Ő ?ŝǀŝŶŐ voice 
ƚŽƚŚĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇŵĞĂŶĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?dŚŝƐƉŚĂƐĞĞŶĂďůĞƐƚŚĞĨŝƌŵƚŽ
consider each decision made and then decide if there is a strong enough argument for it to be 
implemented.  But by developing a systematic procedure for stakeholder dialogue, the firm creates a 
process that is feasible and one that not only aims to make its stakeholders view the engagement as 
being fair but, more importantly will give the firm the vital key in unlocking the resources that its 
stakeholders possess  W legitimacy. 
2.5 Stakeholder Legitimacy 
Organizational legitimacy is a generalized perception of the actions of an organization measured against 
a system of socially constructed norms (Deegan:2007) ?   “>ĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ŝƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚƚŽďĞĂƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ on 
which an organization is dependent for survival....[it] is something that is conferred upon the 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶďǇƐŽĐŝĞƚǇĂŶĚŝƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŝƐƐŽƵŐŚƚĂĨƚĞƌ ? ?ĞĞŐĂŶ P2007:128).  So we can begin to 
see that one of the most valuable resources that stakeŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ
legitimacy.  /ŶĚĞĞĚ ? ŵŽƐƚ  “^Z ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚĞĚ ŵŽƌĞ ďǇ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌŝĂůĚĞƐŝƌĞƐ ƚŽ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ Žƌ
advance the powered wealth of capital by deflecting potential threats....[The] prime threat in this area 
seems ƚŽďĞƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐƚŽŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂůůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ? ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ ?ĞŶŶĞƚƚ P ? ? ? ? P692).  In fact, 
the benefits of a firm being able to claim legitimacy in the opinion of its stakeholders are clear: 
 “ ?& ?Žƌ ƚŚĞ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ŽĨ ŵĂǆŝŵŝǌŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĨŝƚƐ ? ŝƚ ŝƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚerest of firms to be able to present the 
[stakeholders] as having an uncontested, legitimate authority.  When such a legitimate authority exists, 
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ĂŶĚŝƐŝŶĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƚŚĞŶƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐƉůĂŶƐĐĂŶƉƌŽĐĞĞĚŝŶĂƐŵŽŽƚŚŵĂŶŶĞƌĂŶĚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ
to any oďũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂǇ ĂƌŝƐĞ ďǇ ĚŝƐƐĞŶƚĞƌƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ŵŽƌĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ ?
(Kapelus:2002:281-282). 
However, as difficult as it is for an organization to establish legitimacy, it is even harder for it to maintain 
it.  This is because the expectations and values of those societies, in which firms operate, are organic 
and constantly changing and therefore their expectations of legitimacy are altering as well.  These 
expectations are reflected in what firms believe is their  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů ůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ? Žƌ  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ? ?   “dŚĞ
expectations that society has with regards to how an entity shall act are considered to constitute the 
ƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ? ?ĞĞŐĂŶ P2007:133).  What makes this contract all 
the more elusive is that large and complex organizations are answerable to a number of different 
constituents who often have conflicting expectations and perceptions (Deegan:2007) and so 
organizations are often forced to chose between the varying expectations.  Consequently, engagement 
then becomes an effective way to retain that contract as companies will have had to develop a system 
ƚŚĂƚŵĂŶĂŐĞƐƚŚŽƐĞǀĂƌǇŝŶŐĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? “/ŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ ?ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵ Ŷƚ ? ? ?ǁŝƚŚůŽĐĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌ
stakeholders are seen as key mechanisms for achieǀŝŶŐĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŚŝƐ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ?
(Kemp:2006:1).  tŚĂƚŵĂŬĞƐƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇĂŶĚƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?difficult to operationalize 
ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ  “ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ŝƐŶŽƚĂƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ? ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ? ƚŚĞ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌ not an 
organization and its action are perceived as legitimate is socially constructed and therefore subject to 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐďĂƐĞĚŝŶ ? ?ĂƌŬĞŵĞǇĞƌ P2007:9). 
This brings us back to the importance of distinguŝƐŚŝŶŐďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂŶDE ?ƐŐůŽďĂůĂŶĚůŽĐĂů^ZƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ?
ĂĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĐĂŶďĞƐƚďĞŵĂĚĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?dŚĞƌĞĂƐŽŶĨŽƌƚŚŝƐŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞ “Ă
MNE operating in a remote country mainly seeks to gain legitimacy from its primary stakeholders which 
ĂƌĞƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇďĂƐĞĚŝŶŝƚŚŽŵĞŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ? ?ĂƌŬĞŵĞǇĞƌ P2007:2).  However, the danger in doing this is that 
ǀĂƌǇŝŶŐ ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ŝŶ Ă Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ŚŽŵĞ ĂŶĚ ŚŽƐƚ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ĐĂŶ ůĞĂĚ ƚŽ
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misjudgements of which kinds of initiatives would be considered appropriate in the host country, 
therefore resulting in a misallocation of resources (Barkemeyer:2007).  These varying judgements can 
ĂůƐŽďĞĨŽƵŶĚŝŶǁŚĂƚŝƐŬŶŽǁŶĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇŐĂƉ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŽĐĐƵƌƐǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂǀĂƌŝĂŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
what stakeholders view as being appropriate behaviour and what actual behaviour the firm displays.  A 
major source of legitimacy gap occurs when previously unknown information becomes known about the 
organization  W perhaps through disclosure being made with the news media (Sethi:1977).  Once again, 
ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĞ ƌŽůĞ ^^'Ɛ ? ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĚŝĂ ? ĐĂŶ ŚĂǀĞ ŝŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐ ĂƐ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŽ
legitimacy and which reflect what Szwajkowski (2000:393) believes to be the three most important 
things for a firm involved in stakeholder engagement  W  “ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ?ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ?ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ? ? ? ? ?/ ?ĨǇŽƵĚŽ
ŶŽƚĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞ ?ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞĞůƐĞƉƌŽďĂďůǇǁŝůů ? ?Coupland (2005) echoes this sentiment, linking disclosure to 
legitimacy, as she argues that organizations may enhance their legitimacy through disclosure. 
Consequently, if a firm engages with its stakeholders in each relevant context, both in the home and 
host countries, they will have a better understanding of the specific stakeholder issues and will be better 
placed to deal with them on a local basis, or on a global basis if that is deemed appropriate.  The 
ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚŝƐĨŽƌĂĨŝƌŵ ?ƐĐůĂŝŵƚŽůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇŝƐƚŚĂƚŝƐƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞĂďĞƚƚĞƌƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨǁŚĂƚƚŚĞ
relevant stakeholder issues are and can then act upon those issues which would result in stakeholders 
viewing ƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂƐďĞŝŶŐŝŶůŝŶĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌďĞůŝĞĨƐĂŶĚwho would therefore be more likely to 
confer legitimacy onto the firm.  Barkemeyer (2007:14) sums up the argument for stakeholder 
engagement as a means of achŝĞǀŝŶŐ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ P  “ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ůŽĐĂů ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ
creation of feedback loops between host country operations and HQ can contribute to a reduction of 
risks, since they can help to couple the legitimization processes in home and host coƵŶƚƌǇ ? ? And it is 
ƉƌĞĐŝƐĞůǇ ƚŚŝƐ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĞǆĞŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ?
ǁŚĞŶ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ƚŚĞǇ ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐ ? ŝƐ ŶĞĐĞƐĂƌǇ ƚŽ Ă Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ŝƚ
 “ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƵŶůŝŬĞůǇƚŽďĞǀŝĂďle over the long-ƚĞƌŵ ? ?<ĞŵƉ P2006:1). 
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2.6 Summary 
In this section, the author has attempted to take the reader through the various aspects of Stakeholder 
theory but all the while viewing it through a business lens  W particularly that of a MNE.  Once a firm has 
identified its stakeholders, at both a local and global level, stakeholder engagement, done proactively, 
can be seen as having several advantages for a firm including: 
x Access to resources 
x Issue Identification 
x Effective allocation of current resources 
x Legitimacy 
x ƚƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚŽĨĂ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶƐĞ ?ƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ 
x Avoidance of legislation 
x Maximize social, environmental and economic value for the firm 
The following sections will now take this theory and apply it to an actual MNE to better understand its 
process for engagement and then develop strategies that will enable its process to become more 
effective and produce more value, not only for the company but also for its stakeholders. 
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3. Analysis 
This next section will analyze the current stakeholder engagement situation at ArcelorMittal, looking at 
it from an internal perspective, as well as doing the same from an external perspective so that the two 
viewpoints can be compared in order to identify any gaps that need to be bridged. This will be done by 
first ouƚůŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŽŶĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ƚŚĞŶŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐǁŚŽŝƚĨĞĞůƐĂƌĞŝƚƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂŶĚ
then examining the various issues on which it engages and with which groups and under what 
circumstances it does this by.  The second section will use academic literature, NGO shadow reports, 
media reports and papers from industrial bodies, such as the International Committee for Mining and 
Metals (ICMM) in order to produce the same type of information, which will then enable the author to 
discuss how much the two views compliment or contrast one another. 
3.1 ArcelorMittal 
In its first Corporate Responsibility report4, released in July 2008, ArcelorMittal designated a section in it 
ƚŝƚůĞĚ  “ŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ŽƵƌ ^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ? ?  tŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƉĂƌĂŐƌĂƉŚ ŝƚ ŽƵƚůŝŶĞƐ ƚŚĞ ďusiness case for 
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĞŶŚĂŶĐŝŶŐƚƌƵƐƚĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐĂ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ W all of 
ǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞůŝŶŬĞĚƚŽůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ? “tŝƚŚŽƵƌƐŝǌĞĂŶĚŐůŽďĂůƌĞĂĐŚǁĞŚĂǀĞĂŶĞŶŽƌŵŽƵƐĞĨĨĞĐƚŽŶĂǀĂƌŝĞƚǇ
of interest groups....Continuous engagement with these stakeholders is essential in improving 
ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ ?ĞŶŚĂŶĐŝŶŐƚƌƵƐƚ ?ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇǁŝƚŚŝŶŽƵƌŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐŽƵƌ ‘ůŝĐĞŶĐĞƚŽ
ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ? ?  ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? ArcelorMittal also explains, as was emphasized in the previous 
section, the need to distinguish stakeholder strategies at global and local levels  W  “ ?ǁ ?ĞƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞƚŚĞ
ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ? ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ Ăt ŐůŽďĂů ĂŶĚ ůŽĐĂů ůĞǀĞůƐ ?
(ArcelorMittal:2008:11).  Another important aspect of stakeholder engagement is developing a system 
                                                          
4
 /Ŷ:ĂŶƵĂƌǇ ? ? ? ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚĂŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞZĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇZĞǀŝĞǁǁŚŝĐŚ “ĂŝŵĞĚƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂŶŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁŽĨŽƵƌ
activities since the merger of Arcelor and Mittal Steel, our achievements and challenges towards economic, environmental and 
ƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐƐƵĞƐ ? ? ? ?dŚŝƐĨŝƌƐƚƌĞǀŝĞǁŽƉĞŶĞĚĂĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞǁŝƚŚŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůĂŶĚĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P2008:1). 
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for engagement ĂŶĚ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ĂůůƵĚĞƐ ƚŽ ŝƚƐ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ?  “ ?ǁ ?Ğ ŚĂǀĞ ůĂƵŶĐŚĞĚ ? ? ?Ă ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ
ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůůǇ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ Ă ŚĂƌŵŽŶŝǌĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŚĞ ƵŶŝƚƐ ?
(ArcelorMittal:2008:11).  Finally, in what seems to be an exact adherence to, and support for, the 
literature reviewed in the previous section, ArcelorMittal, acknowledging that they are at the early 
stages of developing a stakeholder engagement strategy, state:  “ ?ƚ ?ŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƐƚĞƉ ǁĂƐ ƚŽ ŵĂƉ ŽƵƌ
stakeholder groups, outlining why we are important to them, why they are important to us, what their 
ŬĞǇŝƐƐƵĞƐĂƌĞĂŶĚŚŽǁǁĞĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵƚŽĚĂǇ ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? P ? ?-12).  This then leads us into 
the first important step of any form of stakeholder engagement  W identification. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
39 
3.1.1 Stakeholder Identification 
ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůŚĂƐƵƐĞĚƚŚĞ ‘ŚƵďĂŶĚƐƉŽŬĞ ?ƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞĨŽƌŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐŝƚƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?&ŝŐƵƌĞ 15): 
  
Figure 15 PƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ
Map (ArcelorMittal:2008:11) 
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Included in this map are not only the various stakeholder groups that ArcelorMittal has identified but 
also the following information (ArcelorMittal:2008): 
x Why ArcelorMittal is important to each stakeholder group 
x Why each stakeholder group is important to ArcelorMittal 
x The ways in which ArcelorMittal engages with each stakeholder group 
x What key issues are of interest for each stakeholder group 
While it appears to be quite an exhaustive list of stakeholder groups, each group seems to occupy an 
equal share of the wheel.  It is perhaps unrealistic to assume that ArcelorMittal divides its time equally 
among all stakeholders, for instance, the health and safety of its employees is a primary area of concern 
ĨŽƌƚŚĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ŽŶĞǁ ƵůĚĞǆƉĞĐƚƚŚĂƚ ‘ŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?ǁŽƵůĚŽĐĐupy a 
ůĂƌŐĞƌ ƐƉĂĐĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ DĂƉ ƚŚĂŶ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ? ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ  ‘DĞĚŝĂ ? ?
Externally, ArcelorMittal does not seem to categorize its stakeholders, once identified, into Primary or 
Secondary groups depending on their importance to the firm, nor does it provide information on how it 
breaks down those stakeholder groups into local levels  W this clearly is a list of global stakeholder 
groups.  Consequently, when one looks at the issues that ArcelorMittal engages these stakeholders on, it 
is important to be aware that these are global issues that may or may not be similar to those issues at a 
local level. 
3.1.2 Stakeholder Issues 
Referring back to the ArcelorMittal Stakeholder Map, we can see that there are two or three key issues 
for each stakeholder group; however, there is no mention of what process was used to determine these 
issues and how involved the individual stakeholder groups were in selecting these issues.  Nevertheless, 
there appears to be four main themes in terms of issue identification which are: 
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x Environmental issues: Including pollution, climate change, environmental protection, 
biodiversity and water consumption 
x Social issues: Including community engagement and social and economic development 
x Employee issues: Including health and safety, working conditions and attracting and developing 
talent 
x Industry issues: Including renewable technologies, product quality, supply chain sustainability, 
and broad industry challenges 
Again this list seems to be quite comprehensive but just as the stakeholder groups have not been listed 
in terms of importance to the firm nor have the issues.  Therefore, from this list it is difficult to know on 
what issues ArcelorMittal applies most of its efforts and resources to.  However, once we look at how 
ArcelorMittal engages its stakeholders, we achieve a clearer understanding of not only who it views as 
being PSGs, but also what level of engagement ArcelorMittal is participating in. 
3.1.3 Engagement Methods 
 When covering the various methods used by ArcelorMittal, it is perhaps useful to distinguish between 
the global methods used and the local ones as they are quite different, not only in their process but also 
in the stakeholder groups that are involved. 
3.1.3.1 Global Methods 
ArcelorMittal appears to have separated its global engagement into two categories: Internal and 
External, with the one method that bridges the two categories being the Corporate Responsibility 
Report that ŝƐƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚƚŽďŽƚŚŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ ?Ž ?ƵƌƌĞƉŽƌƚŝng can never be 
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ Ă  ‘ĐƵƌĞ-Ăůů ? ďǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ĨƌŽŵ Ăůů ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?
(ArcelorMittal:2008:12) and so other methods have been developed, specifically for each designation.  
Internally, we can assume that the two main stakeholder groups are Employees and Shareholders (who 
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are grouped within ƚŚĞ ‘/ŶǀĞƐƚŽƌ ?ƌĞŐŝŽŶ ) ?  For employees, the intranet is a valuable (albeit under-utilised 
tool) for engagement as well as corporate newsletters and internal magazines  W many of which are now 
being customized for each location and even function (ArcelorMittal:2008).  Another medium that is 
ƵƐĞĚ ? ŽŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ŵĂĚĞ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ (also 
under-utilised) and even YouTube, is Web TV  W  “ĂŶ ŝŶnovative approach to employee 
communications....Originally conceived as a tool for the integration process, ArcelorMittal Web TV had 
 ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ƵŶŝƋƵĞǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐŝŶŝƚƐĨŝƌƐƚƐĞĂƐŽŶ ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƚDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?dŽƉŝĐƐĐŽǀĞƌĞĚin past episodes have 
included Greenfield projects in Liberia, steel innovation for automobiles and building construction and 
environmental projects taking place in Brazil and the USA. 
As Web TV is also available externally through the ArcelorMittal corporate web site, it is another 
engagement tool that complements the Corporate Responsibility Report in bridging the gap between 
the global engagement of internal and external stakeholders.  Other methods used to engage external 
stakeholders on a global level include: membership in international sustainable development 
organizations and Industry bodies, such as the World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 
United Nations Global Compact, CSR Europe, International Labour Association, Ultra Low Carbon Steel 
Making Processes (ULCOS) and IISI ?  ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? )ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ  “ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ĨŽƌƵŵƐ ĨŽƌƵƐ ƚŽůĞĂƌŶ ĨƌŽŵ
ŽƵƌ ƉĞĞƌƐ ? ƐŚĂƌĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ďƵŝůĚ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŽƵƌ ŐƌŽƵƉ ?  ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? 
ArcelorMittal also engages with international trade unions, recently signing a Global Health and Safety 
Agreement with trade unions (ArcelorMittal:2008).  ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůĂůƐŽƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞƐ “/ŶǀĞƐƚŽƌZŽĂĚƐŚŽǁƐ ?
which are small meetings that are designed to give investors and shareholders an opportunity to meet 
some of the Board Members and ask them questions regarding the firm and its strategy for the future.  
Finally, in an effort to engage its customers, who are often not end-customers, like the automobile and 
construction industry, who take the steel and make it into a product that is then sold to the end-
customer, ArcelorMittal is producing brochures and information on sustainable steel specifically for 
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them.  While there are many different methods being used to engage the various stakeholder groups, 
arguably most of them are one-way communication tools that serve a purpose more of informing 
stakeholders of the result rather than involving them in the process.  From the information above it 
ĂƉƉĞĂƌƐƚŚĂƚƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůŚĂƐĂĚŽƉƚĞĚĂ “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌinformation ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ?DŽƌƐŝŶŐ & Schultz:2006) 
since even though it has identified its stakeholders, the level of communication ArcelorMittal has with 
its stakeholders is, for the most part, one-ǁĂǇĂƐŝƚ “ŝŶĨŽƌŵ ?Ɛ ?ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂďŽƵƚĨĂǀŽƵƌĂďůĞĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ
^ZĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?DŽƌƐŝŶŐ & Schultz:2006:326).  However, this begins to change as we look at 
methods used for engaging stakeholders at a local level. 
3.1.3.2 Local Methods 
Perhaps one of the more inclusive methods used for local stakeholder engagement is through the 
organization of site visits to the local operations  W  “tĞ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĂůůǇ ŽƉĞŶ ŽƵƌ ĚŽŽƌƐ ƚŽ ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ ?
government representatives, individuals from local communities and schools, journalists and 
investors....In 2007, for example, we arranged two investor trips and more than 15 press trips to our 
ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?  tŚŝůĞ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ĂŶ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ŵĞƚŚŽĚ ĂŶĚ ŽŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐ
transparency in its operations, the fact that certain locations have been selected for these trips causes 
this method to be more of an informing process than an involvement process.  As ArcelorMittal 
operates in more than 60 countries, one can imagine that there is a large need for local stakeholder 
engagement which must be carried out by the individuals at site level.  While its Group Corporate 
Responsibility Team is located in London and Luxembourg, ArcelorMittal employs roughly 70 Corporate 
Responsibility practitioners throughout its operations so that in every country there is at least one 
person to coordinate local stakeholder engagement as well as the deployment of any global 
engagement strategy.  These practitioners are responsible for forming relationships and engaging with 
local stakeholders such as NGOs (ArcelorMittal:2008) and to aid in this, ArcelorMittal has recently 
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produced a Community Engagement Manual that has been sent to all local CEOs and CR practitioners.  
The manual is a tool that will assist in the development of systematic stakeholder engagement that is 
unique to each location.  Sites are also encouraged to produce their own local reports as a means for 
ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?  “[i]mportantly, to reach local stakeholders our regional operations have 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ ? ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů P ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? 
So, while ArcelorMittal utilizes a number of engagement tools, they are, however, for the most part 
used as a means of informing stakeholders and most forms of media used do not have a strong feedback 
mechanism built into them which results in ArcelorMittal often not really understanding if it has 
engaged on the relevant issues until it is too late.  Furthermore, selecting a strategy of informing rather 
than involving will lead to firms becoming defensive in their communications, often having to react to 
stakeholder demands which is an indication that the stakeholders have found the engagement to be 
neither fair nor that it has addressed the relevant issues and thus any actions that come as a result of 
ƚŚĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĐĂŶďĞƐĞĞŶĂƐĂŵŝƐĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?One way that ArcelorMittal can 
get a current understanding as to how effective its engagement process has been is to look externally at 
the media or other sources to see if there are any stakeholder groups who are looking to alternative 
means in order to get their issues into the public sphere, in an effort to force the firm into solving them. 
3.2 The External Perspective 
Although ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ůŝƐƚ ŽĨ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĞǆĐůƵĚĞ ŵĂŶǇ ? ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? ďǇ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ĂŶ ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů
view of the company and getting a better understanding of other pĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ
ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?ŝƚĞŶĂďůĞƐƵƐƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂŶĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŵĂƉĐŽŵƉĂƌĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?Ɛ
ŽǁŶ ?tŚĂƚƚŚŝƐƐĞĐŽŶĚŵĂƉĚĞƚĂŝůƐŝƐŶŽƚƐŽŵƵĐŚǁŚŽƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂƌĞďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌ ?ŚŽǁ
much time and resources are allocated to each group, giving us a clearer picture of which stakeholders 
the public perceives ArcelorMittal to favour.  It is this perception that will lead us to identifying a 
45 
stakeholder engagement gap, which ultimately represents a legitimacy gap - a gap that whether or not is 
justified in the eyes of the organization, exists. 
Using media reports and NGO reports will enable us to gain an idea of the external perception of 
ArcelorMittal, and although these reports are not always necessarily accurate or even balanced, as 
mentioned earlier  W once this type of information is available in the public sphere, an organization has 
little say as to how it is disseminated by the public.   
3.2.1 Stakeholder Perception 
In May 2008, a group of NGOs came together, led by Friends of the Earth, to release a shadow report on 
ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐĐĂůůĞĚ/ŶƚŚĞǁĂŬĞŽĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?dŚĞŐůŽďĂůƐƚĞĞůŐŝĂŶƚ ?ƐůŽĐĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ  W an 
excellent example of NGOs collaborating globally with one another in order to increase their influence 
collectively. The report contained case studies on nine ArcelorMittal sites, ranging from those in 
developed countries such as the USA, to those in developing countries like Kazakhstan.  The report 
ĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ ?ƚ ?ŚĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶy has coincided with the exploitation of weaker national laws 
and political wrangling....The cost of [its] success has largely been paid by the communities living and 
ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ŶĞĂƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ƉůĂŶƚƐ ?  ?&ƌŝĞŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƌƚŚ P ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?  dŚĞ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ĂůƐŽ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ that 
ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůŚĂƐĂ  “ŐůŽďĂů ƌĞƉƵƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝƐŝŶŐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ
ĂŶĚĨĂŝƌůĂďŽƵƌƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐŝŶĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐǁŚĞƌĞŝƚŽƉĞƌĂƚĞƐ ?(Friends of the Earth:2008:6).  If we recall that 
earlier it had been argued that one of the reasons organizations undertake CSR activities, such as 
stakeholder engagement, is to protect and enhance its reputation then this previous statement is the 
ĨŝƌƐƚŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐĂƌĞŶŽƚĂƐĞĨĨĞĐtive as it 
might have hoped.   
We also begin to get an idea of which stakeholder groups ArcelorMittal favours, or at least is perceived 
to be favouring  W  “ŝŶ ƐƉŝƚĞ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ƉŽŽƌ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĂŶĚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƌĞĐŽƌĚ ? ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ
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international financial institutions have repeatedly supported the company, politically and financially, 
ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ ĐŽŶĚŽŶŝŶŐ ŝƚƐ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?  ?&ƌŝĞŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƌƚŚ P ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?  /ŶĚĞĞĚ ? ŝƚ ĂƉƉĞĂƌƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŽŶ
ArĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ŵĂƉ ?  ‘'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ZĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌƐ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘/ŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐ ? may occupy a larger 
share of the wheel than the other groups.  Furthermore, the report goes on to suggest that many of the 
ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞůŝŶŬĞĚƚŽƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ “ƐƚĞŵ(s) from the unequal power relation between 
the respective government and the steel company....In most cases, decision-makers are reluctant to put 
ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵůƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞŽŶ ?ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƚŽƌĂŝƐĞŝƚƐƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ ? ?&ƌŝĞŶĚƐŽĨƚŚĞĂƌƚŚ P ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐĚƵĞ
to the fact that ArcelorMittal is often the main employer in the areas where it operates and provides a 
lot of resources for the government in terms of taxes paid and infrastructure development.  This results 
in a high level of stakeholder dependence, if we consider the local governments to be a stakeholder, 
which means that the firm, in this case ArcelorMittal, possesses the power in this particular stakeholder 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ?  dŚŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƚǇƉĞ ŽĨ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ? ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ?Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ŝƐ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ
ůŝŶŬĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ƐŽ ŝƚ ǁŝůů ĚŽ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĞŶƐure that the firm is successful 
(Hendry:2005)   W which in many cases means not forcing any type of costly legislation on the firm.  
Understandably for the firm, this type of stakeholder relationship is ideal; however, when we begin to 
identify other key stakeholder groups, we see that there are some who may in fact possess more power 
than the firm and thus are not dependant on the firm for survival.  Consequently, these groups find 
themselves in the position to impose costs on the firm, and some have already begun to do so. 
3.2.2 Stakeholder Identification 
The purpose of this section is not so much to identify new stakeholders of ArcelorMittal but rather to 
identify stakeholders that are under-represented in the engagement process, stakeholders that could 
have a large effect on the success of the business  W local communities.  As mentioned earlier, it is the 
ůŽĐĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞƐĞĞŶƚŽďĞƉĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŝĐĞĨŽƌƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝƚŝƐƚŚĞƐĞ
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same communities that ultimately play the decidiŶŐ ƌŽůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ?   “ ?> ?ŽĐĂů
communities are often in a position to impose costs on corporations, with their ability to do so being a 
ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƚŚĞǇĐŽŵŵĂŶĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ? ?<ĂƉĞůƵƐ P ? ? ? ? P276).  
Because local communities, especially in developing countries, are often considered to be SSGs due to 
their lack of economic power, they do not consider themselves to be dependent on the firm and so they 
are not opposed to adopting a withholding stratĞŐǇ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽƵůĚ ĚĂŵĂŐĞ ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ƉƌŽĨŝƚƐ ?  dŚŝƐ ŝƐ
especially relevant in Greenfield projects as the firm has no previous history with the local communities 
and consequently, the local communities feel no attachment to the firm and its operations.   
As ArcelorMittal moves more and more into the mining sector and continues its expansion into 
developing countries, the role communities will play in its success will become more and more crucial  W 
especially as much of demand for steel is coming from these same countries (IISI:2008).  However, 
historically,  “corporations have paid more attention to those communities in developed countries in 
ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇŽƉĞƌĂƚĞƚŚĂŶƚŽƚŚŽƐĞŝŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ? ?<ĂƉĞůƵƐ P ? ? ? ? P276).  This leads us to suggest 
that companies view the communities in developed countries to be more powerful, and therefore 
influential, than those in developing countries and so they tend to focus on the former rather than the 
latter.  This may also be in the hopes that achieving legitimacy in the developed markets will 
automatically transfer to developing markets, which, as we have seen, is not the case.  It can be argued 
that because communities in developing countries are often poor, they lack the necessary capabilities to 
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ĂĐƚŝvities  W  “ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ůŝƚƚůĞ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĞǆĞƌƚ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ŽǀĞƌ Ă ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ŵĂǇ ? ŶĞǀĞƌƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ? ĨŝŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌůŝǀĞƐ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ ĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ  ? ĞŶŶĞƚƚ P ? ? ? ? P687), and yet because they lack the economic clout of other 
stakeholders, such as governments, investors and customers, these stakeholders may not be recognised, 
let alone have their concerns addressed (Unerman & Bennett:2004).   
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However, as a result of this lack of influence, communities are collaborating with one another as well as 
ůĂƌŐĞƌ E'KƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨĂĐŝŶŐ  “ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ƐƵƌǀĞŝůůĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ŝŶ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ?  ?<ĂƉĞůƵƐ P ? ? ? ? P276) and this activism can go even further than just 
criticism.  If we recall that local communities are in a position to impose costs on corporations due to the 
resources they control (Kapelus:2002), we can see how this stakeholder group, largely ignored by many 
MNEs, can have a direct impact on the business itself by adopting a withholding strategy.  For instance 
in India, where ArcelorMittal has made a US$ 20 billion investment to build two steel plants (Ethical 
Corporation:2008), protests from local communities have halted the construction of plants by two other 
steel companies  W WK^KĂŶĚ dĂƚĂ ^ƚĞĞů ?   “ ?D ?ega steel plant projects in [India] of POSCO and TATA 
^ƚĞĞů ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĚĞůĂǇĞĚ ĨŽƌ ǇĞĂƌƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ƉƌŽƚĞƐƚ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ůĂŶĚ ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?  ?^ƚĞĞů
Guru:2008).  The fact that local government had approved the acquisition has not been enough to allow 
the projects to continue.  The local communities have been able to override the power of the 
government through collaboration with other activist groups (Ethical Corporation:2008) and have now 
supplanted it as the dominant stakeholder in that situation.  Five other steel companies have had to 
cease operations in this area of India due to community protests and as ArcelorMittal becomes the 
latest steel company to enter that region  W its inclusion of local stakeholders, specifically the 
communities, becomes even more imperative. 
 The importance of local indigenous communities is something that has not gone unnoticed in the 
ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ǁŽƌůĚ ? ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ƚŚĞ DŝŶŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ DĞƚĂůƐ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ ?   “/Ŷ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ  ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ĂŶ ?
emergence of increased activism by indigenous communities who are frequently among groups most 
ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ĂŶĚ ĂĚǀĞƌƐĞůǇ ĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚ ďǇ ŵŝŶŝŶŐ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ?<ĂƉĞůƵƐ P ? ? ? ? P277).  In fact this emerging 
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉŝƐďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐƐŽŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂůĂŶĚǀŝƚĂůƚŽďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ?ƐƵccess that the International Council 
for Mining and Metals (ICMM) has recently released a position statement on engaging with Indigenous 
ƉĞŽƉůĞƐ P  “/DD ?ƐǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŝƐ ĨŽƌĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞŵŝŶŝŶŐĂŶĚŵĞƚĂůƐ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇĂŶĚ
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Indigenous Peoples ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ ? ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵů ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ŵƵƚƵĂů ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ?
(ICMM:2008:1).  It also recognizes the fact that mining activities can have significant impacts on local 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ  “ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ŵŝŶŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ŵĞƚĂů ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ ƚŚĞ ďƌŽĂĚ ƐƵƉport of the 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ?  ?/DD P ? ? ? ? P ? ) ? dŚŝƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?ĂŐĂŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ůŝŶŬĞĚƚŽ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ?
ĐĂŶŽŶůǇďĞĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ “ ?Ğ ?ŶŐĂŐŝŶŐĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚ/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐWĞŽƉůĞƐŝŶĂ fair, timely and 
culturally appropriate way throughout thĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĐǇĐůĞ ?  ?/DD P ? ? ? ? P ? ? ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ĂĚĚĞĚ ) ?  dŚĞƚĞƌŵ
 ‘ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ?ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉůŽĐĂůĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƚŽƚŚĞ
individual countries and groups they are being applied to  W this is necessary in order to ensure the 
effectiveness of the engagement.  The ICMM also goes further, stating ƚŚĂƚ ?  “ ?Ğ ?ŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝůů ďĞ
based on honest and open provision of information....[and] will begin at the earliest possible stage of 
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ŵŝŶŝŶŐ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ?/DD P ? ? ? ? P ? ) ? Once more we see the importance of disclosure of 
information to stakeholder groups as a determinant of fair engagement as well as the emphasis on 
proactive engagement that begins as early as possible.  However, all the information and proactive 
engagement in the world will not matter unless the firm is engaging on the issues that matter most to its 
stakeholder groups, therefore it is important that firms understand the relevant issues in order to 
engage on them. 
3.2.3 Issue Identification 
When looking at ŝƐƐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞŵŽƐƚůŝŬĞůǇƚŽĂĨĨĞĐƚƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐǁĞƐĞĞƚŚĂƚ&ƌŝĞŶĚƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞĂƌƚŚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƉƌĞƐƐŝŶŐŝƐƐƵĞƐĂƌĞ P “ƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ ?ŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚƐĂĨĞƚǇĂŶĚůĂďŽƵƌƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ?
(2008:35).  Alternatively, a report released by Ecofact in July, 2008, which names ArcelorMittal as one of 
ƚŚĞ ‘dĞŶŵŽƐƚĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐŝĂůĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚŚĂůĨŽ  ? ? ? ? ?ĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚŽƉƚŚƌĞĞŝƐƐƵĞƐĨĂĐŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ĂƌĞ  ?ŝŶ ŽƌĚĞƌ ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ) P  “,ĞĂůƚŚ ĂŶĚ ƐĂĨĞƚǇ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ? ůŽĐĂů ƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉŽŽƌ
employment ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ?  ?ĐŽĨĂĐƚ P ? ? ? ? ) ?  This author would like to add to this list the displacement of 
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local communities due to land allocation for new projects  W this is most relevant in Greenfield projects in 
India, Liberia and Senegal.  As we have seen in the previous section, the re-allocation of land is a hotly 
contested issue among local stakeholders and can often cause, in the case of POSCO and Tata Steel, 
projects to be delayed or worse yet ?ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ  W abandoned.  What connects all 
of these issues is that they either related to employees - health and safety and labour conditions, or 
local communities  W ƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ ?ŝĨǁĞĂƐƐƵŵĞƚŚĂƚĂůůŽĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĂƌĞ
also part of the surrounding communities then these issues affect both stakeholder groups  ? ‘ŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?
ĂŶĚ ‘ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ? ), doubling their importance.  Another issue that is raised by the Friends of the Earth 
report ŝƐ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ƉŽŽƌ ƌĞĐŽƌĚ ŽĨ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŐƌŝĞǀĂŶĐĞƐ  W  “/Ŷ ƚŚĞ h^ ? ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ŚĂƐ
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐůǇ ĚĞŶŝĞĚ KŚŝŽ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ? ĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ƚŽ ĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ?  ?&ƌŝĞŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
Earth:2008:7).  This again highlights that although ArcelorMittal uses many methods to engage with its 
stakeholders, they are largely informal and do not accommodate feedback from stakeholders  W a vital 
factor if engagement processes are to be considered fair and also a vital resource in identifying 
stakeholder issues.   
However, it is necessary to understand the factors behind these issues in order to understand how to 
best engage on them.   
 “ŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐƌĞĂƐŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ? ? ?ŝƐƚŚĞ ĐŽƐƚ-cutting approach that [ArcelorMittal] has 
adopted in many of its steel plants and mines, thus endangering the health and safety of workers and 
neighbours of its plants.  dŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ŽŶ ŚŝŐŚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ŚĂƐ ůĞĚ ƚŽ ƐĐŽƌĞƐ ŽĨ
problems, ranging from alleged switching off of pollution control equipment in...Ukraine at night and on 
weekends (to speed up the production process), to the fatal accidents in Kazakhstan
5 ?  ?&ƌŝĞŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
Earth:2008:7). 
                                                          
5
 dŚĞƚŽƚĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĚĞĂƚŚƐŝŶƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ<ĂǌĂŬŚŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽns sits at 191 since the company took over in 1996 
(Friends of the Earth:2008). 
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The common theme throughout this is the clash between the need to invest in environmental, labour 
and health and safety improvements and the need to keep costs down (Friends of the Earth:2008).  The 
result of this is a ŐĂƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ^ZƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐĂŶĚŝƚƐĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚĞƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ
placed on production by ArcelorMittal has resulted in many of its local stakeholders believing that it is 
ǀĂůƵŝŶŐĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐ ‘/ŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐ ?ĂŶĚ  ‘ƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ ?  W both of whom would benefit 
from increased production and lower costs, over others, such as  ‘mployees ? and  ‘>ocal Communities ?. 
ArcelorMittal has made it very clear that its employees are among its most important stakeholders; 
however, if one considers that employees are a part of the local communities and that any action taken 
with regards to that group directly impacts its employees, then its actions do not reflect its words.  It is 
this perceived gap on these core stakeholder issues that result ŝŶĂůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇŐĂƉĂŶĚŝĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ
ĐůĂŝŵƚŽůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇŝƐƐĞĞŶƚŽďĞĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨƐƵĐŚĂŐĂƉƚŚĞŶŝƚƐ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?
to operate is also in jeopardy which could result in stakeholders refusing to share their resources with 
the firm, as is the case in India, and even worse  W ArcelorMittal may be refused entry into new markets 
because they are not seen to be legitimate in the eyes of the relevant stakeholders. 
3.3 Stakeholder Gap Analysis 
Having looked at how ArcelorMittal views and engages with its stakeholder groups and then comparing 
that with an external view, it is then valuable to compare the two to get a clearer understanding of any 
potential gaps.  It is also worth noting at this point that while there are many external views, each 
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉǁŝůůŚĂǀĞƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶŽƉŝŶŝŽŶŽĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ.  For the purpose 
of this study the author has selected the view of one of the stakeholder groups6 ĨŽƵŶĚŝŶƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ
stakeholder map - ƚŚĞ  ‘>ŽĐĂů ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?.  This group can not only be considered to 
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ‘ŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘E'KƐ ?ďƵƚŝƚǁŝůůĂůƐŽďĞĐůŽƐĞůǇĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ ‘DĞĚŝĂ ?ĂŶĚĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨƚŚĞ
                                                          
6
 This viewpoint has been formed through second-hand information, such as reports and articles, rather than first-hand contact with the group 
and is therefore an estimation of perception. 
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valuable resources the group commands, it will become more and more influential in determining the 
future success of ArcelorMittal.  A comparison of the two views can be seen in Figure 16:  
 
 
When comparing the two maps, it is clear, using the NGO reports as a barometer, that there is an 
external perception that ArcelorMittal favours certain stakeholder groups over others and therefore 
engages more with those groups.  tŚŝůĞ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ŵĂƉ ƐĞĞŵƐ ƚŽ ŐƌĂŶƚ ĞĂĐŚ
stakeholder group an equal piece of the wheel, its actions, particularly with regards to local 
communities, NGOs and even employees, suggest otherwise.  Regardless of whether this external 
perception is reality or not, it is an indication that a legitimacy gap exists and is reason enough for 
ArcelorMittal to alter its actions.  This does not necessarily mean that ArcelorMittal is ignoring these 
groups, in fact that may be far from the truth, but it does mean that its efforts are not producing the 
intended results.   
Figure 16: Stakeholder Group Gap Analysis 
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EĞǀĞƌƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ? ŝƚ ŝƐ ĐůĞĂƌ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚŝƐ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ŐĂƉ ĚŽĞƐ ĞǆŝƐƚ ŝŶ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ
engagement strategy and this could be due to it engaging the wrong groups, engaging on the wrong 
issues or even due to a problem with its engagement process.  It is the task of the next section to discuss 
this gap and the implications that it may have on the company, for the purpose of coming up with 
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌĐůŽƐŝŶŐƚŚŝƐŐĂƉĂŶĚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ
and process. 
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4. Discussion 
Based on the previous section it is fair to say that there is a gap emerging between what ArcelorMittal 
holds its stakeholder engagement strategy to be and its perceived actions, the gap being the difference 
in sizes of the various stakeholder groups.  What makes this gap so important is that it is an indication 
that there is some variance between ArcelorDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ďǇ ƐŽŵĞ
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ĂǀĂƌŝĂŶĐĞƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚũĞŽƉĂƌĚŝƐĞƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞĂƐǁĞůůĂƐ
challenge its claims to legitimacy.  Based on externally produced reports, there seems to be a focus by 
ArcelorMittal on engaging with  ‘Governments ? and  ‘Investors ?  W perhaps this is because these groups are 
seen to be most important to the business.  However, as we have seen, other stakeholder groups can 
also have a strong impact on the company and it is important that ArcelorMittal recognise this and 
adapts its activities in order to engage with them.  In fact, considering the nature of the industry that 
ArcelorMittal is in, the role that local communities will be continually increasing and it is therefore 
necessary for ArcelorMittal to differentiate between global and local stakeholder engagement.   
This engagement will also be essential in order for ArcelorMittal to maintain ŝƚƐ  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů ůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ? ƚŽ
operate which infers legitimacy, as the requirements for keeping this licence - that is the expectations of 
stakeholders - will be different in each location ArcelorMittal in which operates.  Therefore it is vital that 
any type of engagement ArcelorMittal undertakes is viewed by the stakeholder groups involved as being 
fair as this will increase the likelihood of them conferring legitimacy on ArcelorMittal.  Furthermore, the 
need for pro-active engagement exists because it will enable ArcelorMittal to identify stakeholder issues 
and engage on them effectively, which will avoid having those issues become social issues which could 
result in costly legislation and also a loss of legitimacy because ArcelorMittal would be seen as being 
unable to solve those issues forcing the government to become involved.  It is with this in mind, that we 
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use the previous section and combine it with academic literature to better understand the current 
situation for ArcelorMittal and the implications that its position carries. 
4.1 ArcelorMittal ?Ɛ Stakeholder Engagement 
As mentioned earlier, ArcelorMittal ŚĂƐĂĚŽƉƚĞĚĂ “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ?ǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨ
the stakeholder is to support or oppose the company (Morsing & Schultz:2006).  However, perhaps it is 
fair to say that this is more of a global strategy as at the local level there are some allowances made for 
stakeholder involvement.  Therefore it can be argued that at an individual site level, the strategy 
adopted is closer to resembling Ă  “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƚǁŽ-way 
communication although it is largely asymmetrical (Morsing & Schultz:2006) - meaning ArcelorMittal still 
does most of the communicating.  Ideally, ArcelorMittal should be ŵŽǀŝŶŐ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ Ă  “^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ
Involvement SƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŵƵĐŚ ŵŽƌĞof a two-way process and enables stakeholders to become 
involved in the decision making process  W this would surely aid its claim to legitimacy and would serve to 
build relationships with local stakeholders that will be invaluable in the long-term for the company. 
CurrenƚůǇ ?ǁŚĞŶŵĞĂƐƵƌŝŶŐƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂůĂŐĂŝŶƐƚWĞĚĞƌƐĞŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )  “>ĞǀĞůƐŽĨŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?(Figure 13, 
p.29) it can be argued that ArcelorMittal rates quite low on all the dimensions: it appears that a small 
number of stakeholders are privileged and included in any meaningful dialogue, most of the 
stakeholders are not as empowered as the privileged few and there is a low level of access to 
information which is needed by stakeholders in order to arrive at a decision (Pedersen:2006).  Again, if 
we recall that earlier the argument was put forward that in order for firms to increase their level of 
engagement they must become more proactive in their engagement activities, we can understand the 
steps that need to be taken by ArcelorMittal. 
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If we refer back to Figure 10 (shown again here), 
we can see that currently, with its strategy that 
relies heavily on informing stakeholders, 
ArcelorMittal is somewhere between the 
 ‘ĞĨĞŶƐŝǀĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘Accommodative ?ƐƚĂŐĞ Wwith a 
long way to go until it truly engages and 
maximizes firm value socially, environmentally 
and economically.  The implications of this are that ArcelorMittal finds itself forced to react to 
stakeholder issues and constantly fighting to maintain its legitimacy because its engagement process is 
neither pro-active nor is it involving.  This could lead to important stakeholder groups pulling out of the 
dialogue altogether which would indicate a failure of the business (Clarkson:1995).  We can also look at 
the RDAP Scale from another perspective, put forth by McAdam (1973): 
x Reactive  W Fight all the way 
x Defensive  W Do only what is required 
x Accommodative  W Be progressive 
x Proactive  W Lead the industry 
KĨ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ? ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ĚĞĐŝĚĞ ƚŽ ďĞ  ‘ƉƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ, ? ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ŽŶůǇ
requires them to do the minimum; however,  even though ArcelorMittal can be seen to be doing a little 
more than what is required, its company rhetoric speaks of different ambitions.   ‘^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? has 
already been mentioned as one of ArceůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƚŚƌĞĞĐŽƌĞǀĂůƵĞƐ ? ‘LeadeƌƐŚŝƉ ? is one of the others  - 
 “ǁĞĂƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐďĞǇŽŶĚǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĞǆƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƐƚĞĞů ? (ArcelorMittal:2008:39).  By adopting a truly 
proactive engagement strategy, ArcelorMittal has the opportunity to not only lead the steel industry in 
this area but also an opportunity to act out its values  W something that would no doubt go a long way in 
maintaining legitimacy wherever it operates.  However, leadership in an industry does not come without 
Figure 10: Proactive Engagement 
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leadership from within the company and as with any company objective, support from senior 
management is vital.  Stakeholder engagement is no different.  As we can see from Figure 16,  “ĚĞĂůŝŶŐ
with CSR issues on the board is positively associated with engagement with customers, employees, and 
external stakeholders (local communitŝĞƐ ?E'KƐ ?ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĞƚĐ ? ) ? ?ǇƵƐŽĞƚĂů ? P ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? 
 
 
While not every country in which ArcelorMittal operates in is represented in the study, it does serve as a 
reminder that the support of senior management towards any engagement process is a necessary 
ĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĨŝƌŵƐƵĐĐĞƐƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞ “ŽŶůǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƐƵĐŚĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŝƚƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨŽƌŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉ
ĂŶƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ ?ĞŶŶĞƚƚ P ? ? ? ? P685). 
Having ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂŐĂƉŝŶƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶt process where its current strategy 
sits with regards the level of engagement it participates in and that its current methods for engaging are 
largely used to inform stakeholders of its actions, it is now beneficial to begin to provide solutions to 
Figure 16: CSR Board Responsibility and Stakeholder 
Engagement by Countries (Ayuso et al.:2007) 
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these issues that will result in ArcelorMittal engaging more proactively and effectively with its 
stakeholders at both a global and a local level.  Of course, there is no one cure-all, however, there is one 
tool that for a company as large and as global as ArcelorMittal would provide it with the means to not 
only customize its engagement processes for individual stakeholder groups at all locations, but it could 
ĂůƐŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ?ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƌĞƉƵƚĂƚŝŽŶĂƐĂůĞĂĚĞƌŝn 
stakeholder engagement  W the internet. 
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5. Recommendations 
The United Nations Environmental Programme ĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚĐŽƵůĚďƌŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚŶĞǁĨŽƌŵƐŽĨ
ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?  ?hŶĞƌman & Bennett:2004:692) as it offers new 
opportunities for stakeholder engagement (Adams & Frost:2003).  Furthermore, the internet is 
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ Ă ƵƐĞĨƵů ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵ ĨŽƌ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ  “ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĂƌŐĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ
stakeholders who can potentially be reached at relatively marginal cost and because of the interactive 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚŝŶŝƚ ? ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ ?ĞŶŶĞƚ P ? ? ? ? P686).  EŽƚŽŶůǇĚŽĞƐĂĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ
presence on the web enhance its image, helps it to achieve competitive advantage and allows it to reach 
new customers (Alpar:1999), but it also entails accountability (Coupland:2005).  This is perhaps because 
ƚŚĞ  “ŝnternet is used to make bi-directional communication easier and to establish and build 
relationships by allowing dialogue and interaction between the organization and its different kinds of 
ƉƵďůŝĐƐ ?  ?ĂƉƌŝŽƚƚŝ  ? DŽƌĞŶŽ P ? ? ? ? P85 ) ?  dŚĞƐĞ  ‘ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ŬŝŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƉƵďůŝĐƐ ? ĐĂŶ ďĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ƚŽ ďĞ
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂŶĚƐŽ ?  “ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞƐƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨĂŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨŽƌŵŽĨĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ...with a 
very large number of self ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŶŐ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?  ?ĚĂŵƐ  ? &ƌŽƐƚ P ? ? ? ? P3).  As one of the main 
characteristics of the web is its capability of two-way communication (Alpar:1999), encouraging 
interĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐĂƌĞ “ƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚƚŽĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂn report to 
ƚŚĞŵ ?  ?ĚĂŵƐ  ? &ƌŽƐƚ P ? ? ? ? P5).  dŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ
engagement techniques was that it was largely one-way and relied heavily on informing stakeholders 
rather than involving them in decision making processes.   
Another important characteristic of the internet, that pertains to stakeholder engagement, is that the 
 “ǁĞď ŚĂƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ŵĞĂŶƐ ŽĨ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĂůůŽǁƐ
reporting to be tailored by stakeholders tŽŵĞĞƚ ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŶĞĞĚƐ ?  ?ĚĂŵƐ  ?
Frost:2003:4).  Again this is extremely relevant to ArcelorMittal as one of its key challenges is addressing 
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its many stakeholder groups around the world with information that is relevant to them  W the internet 
would enable it to tailor its engagement strategy and disclose the necessary information needed in 
order for each stakeholder group to participate in the engagement process.  Following on from this 
ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ? ĂƐ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ? ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ? Ğxpectations often change and thus so too does the 
information that they seek and therefore the strategies needed to fulfill these changing expectations 
ĂůƐŽ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ ?   “ ? ?ŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƵƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ Ă ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
strategy involving dynamic interaction as expectations regarding the roles of companies with respect to 
ƚŚĞŝƌƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ?dams & Frost:2003:5).   
It is also essential to note the importance of online trust and the role it plays in the perception of the 
Ĩŝƌŵ ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐŝŶƚŚĞĞǇĞƐŽĨŝƚƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?^ŚĂŶŬĂƌĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ?:325-326) argue that 
 “ŽŶůŝŶĞ ƚƌƵƐƚ ŝƐ ŝŶƚĞƌƚǁŝŶĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŽĨĨůŝŶĞ ƚƌƵƐƚ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ  “ŽŶůŝ Ğ ƚƌƵƐƚ ? Ă ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞ ŽŶ Ă Ĩŝƌŵ ďǇ ŝƚƐ
stakeholders with regard to its business activities in the electronic medium, and in particular, its 
website, is important in both Business-to-Business (B2B) and Business-to-ƵƐƚŽŵĞƌ  ? ? ) ? ?  Ɛ
ArcelorMittal is clearly a B2B this is a point worth noting as it pertains to consistency and ultimately 
legitimacy  W if its actions on the web do not mirror its words in reports or its actions on the ground, 
ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ǁŝůů ďĞ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞĚ ?  dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ŝƚ ŝƐ ǀŝƚĂů ƚŚĂƚ  “ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ĐůĞĂƌůǇ
understand and articulate the key requirements of onlŝŶĞƚƌƵƐƚĨƌŽŵĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ? ?^ŚĂŶŬĂƌĞƚ
al.:2002:326).  This returns us to the importance of being able to provide information specific to each 
stakeholder group on the web as that not only entails accountability but also helps to build trust, both 
online and offline. 
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Finally, it is necessary to understand some of the other advantages that the web holds for businesses so 
that we can better understand how to utilize it in order to enhance the effectiveness of stakeholder 
engagement; however, one also needs to be aware of the disadvantages of the web as well as it is not 
the panacea for each stakeholder group and in every engagement situation.  Adams & Frost (2003) give 
a succinct summary of the benefits and drawbacks of the internet as it pertains to stakeholder 
engagement (Table 2):    
As we can see from this table, perhaps 
the greatest paradox that the internet 
poses is that even though it is 
accessible around the world, not 
everyone is able to access it  W this is 
particularly true for people in 
developing countries, which are where 
ŵĂŶǇŽĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞ
ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ ?  ǀĞŶ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ Ă  “ǁĞď ƐŝƚĞ
enables access to a broader range of 
stakeholders ?not all stakeholders with 
whom the company wishe[s] to communicate [have] access to the internĞƚ ?  ?ĚĂŵƐ ?&ƌŽƐƚ P ? ? ? ? P23).  
The internet also provides an excellent media for disclosure of information that stakeholders can use, 
but this information is, for the large part, not verified or monitored by third parties.  However, this 
online information is unlikely to be challenged if a firm is seen to be legitimate by its stakeholders, 
inferring that their offline trust affects their online trust of the information on the site.  So once more 
we can see how important legitimacy is to a company as there is an enormous trickle-down effect 
associated with it.  Furthermore, because the content on the web can be updated frequently, companies 
Table 2: Internet Advantages and Disadvantages (Adams & Frost:2003) 
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are able to remain proactive with respect to the information they disclose  W more effective engagement 
tactics will result in a better understanding of relevant stakeholder issues which enables the firm to 
disclose the corresponding information on the internet, and which in turn enables stakeholders to be 
better informed when participating in decision making processes with the firm.  This results in them 
perceiving the engagement process as being fair, which increases the likelihood that they will not only 
confer legitimacy on the firm, but that they will also make their resources available to the firm.   “ ?t ?ŝƚŚ
continually increasing access to the web, companies must therefore constantly reassess their 
commitment to web-based communications, not just to stakeholders, but also with stakeholders as part 
ŽĨĂƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ?ĚĂŵƐ ?&ƌŽƐƚ P ? ? ? ? P32). 
Unerman & Bennett (2004:693) ĂƌŐƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ  “ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŝůů
permit easy and unbiased communications between a company and its many different stakeholders, 
and which will also provide transparency in communications (and thus debate) beƚǁĞĞŶƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?.  
They argue that the internet can be considered such a mechanism and that it has the potential to move 
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ,ĂďĞƌŵĂƐ ? ‘/ĚĞĂů^ƉĞĞĐŚ^ŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ ?ĞŶŶĞƚƚ P ? ? ? ? ) ? “KŶĞ
way in which corporations have used the internet in practice to extend corporate accountability 
mechanisms is by developing stakeholder dialogue forums, where it has been claimed that stakeholders 
can openly discuss aspects of corporate social, environmental, economic and ethical responsibŝůŝƚǇ ?
(Unerman & Bennett:2004:693).  While these types of interactive dialogues found on company sites 
ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ŝŶƚŽ  ‘/ĚĞĂů ^ƉĞĞĐŚ ^ŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ŽĨƚĞŶ ŶŽƚ ƐŽ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ
 “ĚŝƐƉĂƌŝƚǇ ŝŶ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ĂŶĚ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨtranslation facilities for non-English speakers [which] 
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ ůŝŵŝƚƐƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽĂƌĞĂďůĞ ƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚĚĞďĂƚĞ ?  ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ ?
Bennett:2004:701).  Another possible reason for this is that the debate is often hosted by the company 
itself on its site and if its offline trust has not been earned, then users are unlikely to have trust in any of 
its online activities including the debate.  One potential solution to this could be to have the debate 
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hosted and monitored by a third party.  However, regardless of how effective examples of online 
engagement are, it cannot be the sole tool used by the firm for stakeholder engagement, for the reason 
ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚĂďŽǀĞ ?dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ? “ƚŚŝƐĨŽƌŵŽĨ ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ?ĚĞďĂƚĞ ? ? ?ŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞƵƐĞĚŝŶĐŽŶũƵŶĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŽther 
ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ? ƚĂƌŐĞƚĞĚ Ăƚ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇ ǁĞĂŬ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?  ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ  ?
Bennett:2004:703 ) ǁŚŽ ĂƌĞ ůĞƐƐ ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ?  /Ŷ ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ ? ƚŚĞ  “ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ
offered by the internet for interactive stakeholder discourse show promise for achievement of greater 
and more democratic corporate accountability....However, to fulfill this promise, stakeholder use needs 
to be more widespread, more open to accepting the views of others and there needs to be greater 
transparency regarding the impact that internet-ďĂƐĞĚ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŚĂƐ ŚĂĚ ŽŶ ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?
(Unerman & Bennett:2004:704).   
It is with this in mind, and with information from the previous sections, that this study makes the 
following recommendations with regards to the research question - How can ArcelorMittal effectively 
engage its stakeholders on relevant corporate responsibility matters?  The recommendations will begin 
at a global, strategic level and move towards local actions. 
5.1 Global 
x It is important that at a corporate level ArcelorMittal undergoes a process of identifying its most 
important stakeholder groups in order to justify greater allocation of resources to those groups.  
It must be noted that this determination does not have to be released publicly.  It can be done in 
a number of ways such as developing a Materiality matrix, identifying stakeholders as belonging 
ƚŽW^'ƐŽƌ^^'ƐŽƌĞǀĞŶƵƐŝŶŐDŝƚĐŚĞůůĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ^ƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌdǇƉŽůŽŐǇ ?dŚŝƐŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞĚŽŶĞŶŽƚ
only at a global level but also at a local level because the outcomes will not be the same.  
ArcelorMittal needs to understand not only who its relevant stakeholders are but also how 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŚĞǇĂƌĞƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐĨƵƚƵƌĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ.  
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x ArcelorMittal needs to develop both global as well as local stakeholder strategies that 
emphasize proactive engagement which encourage two-way communication.  This requires an 
effort on the part of ArcelorMittal to move away from simply informing stakeholder groups on 
its activities and move towards its activities being informed by its stakeholders. 
x ArcelorMittal should also differentiate between internal (i.e. employees) and external (i.e. 
governments) stakeholders in its engagement strategies, as these groups are very different from 
one another and have unique concerns and expectations.  
x ArcelorMittal could benefit from more partnerships, especially with organizations that specialise 
in stakeholder engagement such as AccountAbility and SustainAbility.  Although it is not 
currently a member of the ICMM, ArcelorMittal should aim to become a member as soon as 
possible as this organization has a wealth of best practice examples of stakeholder engagement 
strategies that ArcelorMittal could surely benefit from.  Its members also include rival mining 
companies Rio Tinto, BHP Billiton, Xstrata and Anglo American, all of which have extensive 
experience in community engagement and resettlement issues  W which will become extremely 
relevant to ArcelorMittal creating a competitive advantage in the near future. 
Of course, one tool that can be used to achieve all of this is the internet. 
5.2 Online Engagement 
&ƌŽŵƚŚĞƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐǁĞĐĂŶĂƐƐƵŵĞƚŚĂƚĨŝƌŵƐ “ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞďǇŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ
stakeholder dialogue mechanisms which their economically powerful stakeholders were likely to 
ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞ ĂƐ ŵŽƌĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƵƐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŽƌƐ ?  ?hŶĞƌŵĂŶ  ? ĞŶŶĞƚƚ P ? ? ? ? P692).  
Certainly, this is one area that ArcelorMittal can gain competitive advantage as a survey of then top ten 
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steel companies by the IISI (2008)7, it was found that three companies had no CSR-related information 
on their web-site and three companies only had Environmental information.  This leaves an opportunity 
for ArcelorMittal to take the lead for disclosure and online stakeholder engagement in its industry, 
which would result in a competitive advantage for the company.  Furthermore, increasing its presence 
on the web would result in the following benefits: 
x External 
o Interactive engagement tools that utilize the characteristics of the internet, such as a 
debate, would enable the inclusion of a wider range of stakeholders, encourage 
feedback and would result in ArcelorMittal gaining insight into relevant stakeholder 
issues and increasing its claim to legitimacy.  However, this tool may be most effective if 
it is hosted by a third party.  Although interactive tools already exist, such as Web TV, 
they remain quite unidirectional in that they inform stakeholders of company actions or 
initiatives without any effective feedback mechanisms. 
o The internet would enable ArcelorMittal to customize the information it discloses to 
each specific stakeholder group.  The site could have links for groups such as Media, 
Academics, Government, Communities etc. which would provide information that is 
most relevant to each group.  However, this cannot be done until ArcelorMittal has 
proactively engaged each group to better understand what issues and information are 
most important to each group. 
                                                          
7
 ƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĂƵƚŚŽƌ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌŶƐŚŝƉĂƚƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ŚĞǁĂƐ ƐŬĞĚƚŽĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĂĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐƐƚƵĚǇŽŶ
ƚŚĞ^ZĐŽŶƚĞŶƚĨŽƵŶĚŽŶŽƚŚĞƌƐƚĞĞůĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ?ǁĞďƐŝƚĞƐ ? 
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o The website could also serve as a resource centre that provides relevant external 
materials and documents that could help to share knowledge with ĂůůŽĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ
stakeholder groups on current CSR issues.   
x Internal 
o /ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽŶƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ/ŶƚƌĂŶĞƚǁŽƵůĚŚĞůƉƚŽŝŶǀŽůǀĞǁŚĂƚŝƐĂƌŐƵĂďůǇŝƚƐ
most important stakeholder  W its employees  W in the engagement process.  Developing a 
site that will encourage employee participation is an important step into gaining 
legitimacy from this stakeholder group.  This stakeholder group is on the front line and if 
they do not buy-in to the compaŶǇ ?Ɛ^ZĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝƚƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?
then any further activities are likely to fail.  If we also consider that employees comprise 
ĂůĂƌŐĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌŐƌŽƵƉƚŚĞŶ engaging them internally, as 
well as externally, ďĞĐŽŵĞƐĞǀĞŶŵŽƌĞǀŝƚĂůƚŽŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐĂ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ? 
o While it is clear that not every stakeholder, employees included, will have access to the 
ŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ? ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚƌĂŶĞƚ ĐĂŶ ĂůƐŽ ďĞ ƵƐĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ĐĞŶƚƌĞ ĨŽƌ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ Z
practitioners, providing them with the tools, information and knowledge they need in 
order to effectively engage with local stakeholders.   
5.3 Stakeholder Engagement 
Finally, it is important to view the internet as not the final solution to enhancing stakeholder 
engagement but rather as a valuable tool that can be used to complement other stakeholder 
engagement tools.  It is important that ArcelorMittal understands that in some situations and for some 
stakeholder groups, its current methods for engagement may be suitable; however, for others, new 
strategies and new methods for engagement must be developed.  It is vital that ArcelorMittal develops 
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local engagement strategies that focus on proactive engagement of stakeholder groups, particularly 
local communities, which involve stakeholders in the decision making process rather than simply 
informing them of a decision once it has been made.  This historically weak stakeholder group is gaining 
strength and beginning to be more and more important for companies in the Mining and Metals 
industry due to the resources they possess and their ability to collaborate with other stakeholder 
groups ?ĂŶĚƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐŶĞĞĚƚŽƌĞĨůĞĐƚƚŚŝƐ ? 
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6. Conclusion 
This study began with three key objectives: To develop a business case for stakeholder engagement, to 
assess current stakeholder engagement practices at ArcelorMittal and to develop recommendations for 
improving those current practices.  This was all done while keeping in mind the core question that drove 
this research  W How can ArcelorMittal effectively engage its stakeholders on relevant corporate 
responsibility matters?  It must be noted that one of the major limitations of this study was that a in-
ĚĞƉƚŚƐƵƌǀĞǇŽĨƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?ďŽƚŚ internal and external, was not completed due to time 
limitations and so this is perhaps a task for future research on this topic, and also something that 
ArcelorMittal should undertake as its first step towards developing an effective stakeholder engagement 
system. 
For ArcelorMittal this question is a vital one considering the evolution of not only the company but also 
the steel industry as a whole.  It is clear that the increasing demand for steel is being led by emerging 
economies and as steel companies look to create synergies through consolidation within the industry as 
well as through vertical integration, the traditional business model for steel companies is also changing.  
Given that the demand for steel in developed countries is decreasing, access to new markets is 
becoming essential to the success of steel companies, not only for the distribution of their products but 
also for the production of it.  This access is often granted, or denied, by stakeholders, such as local 
governments and communities, ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ Ă ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ƌĞƉƵƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƐƚ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ?  EŽǁ ŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶ
ever, effective stakeholder engagement can create a competitive advantage for companies by helping to 
build relationships with key stakeholders and enhance their reputation among them.  The positive 
results this would have for the business are numerous but include: more effective issue identification, 
ǁŚŝĐŚ ƌĞĚƵĐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ůŝŬĞůŝŚŽŽĚ ŽĨ ĐŽƐƚůǇ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ŵŽƌĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?
because it is only acting on the most relevant issues to itself and its stakeholders; increased access to 
69 
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ? ĂƚƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů ůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ? ƚŽ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ůĞĂĚƐ ŝƚ ƚŽ ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶŝŶŐ ŝƚƐ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŽ
legitimacy; all of which result in maximizing social, environmental and economic value for the firm.  
What makes this stakeholder engagement complicated for a company such as ArcelorMittal is because it 
is a truly global company with operations around the world, its stakeholder groups will be different as 
will be their expectations and perceptions of the company.  Consequently, a global stakeholder strategy 
will not be effective without an individualized local one for each site  W something that ArcelorMittal has 
identified and is purposefully using its CR practitioners for.  However, as ArcelorMittal continues to grow 
and integrate both up-stream and down-stream, the need for developing effective stakeholder 
engagement strategies becomes imperative.  As we have seen, the mining sector and similar Greenfield 
projects bring new opportunities for profits but they also bring new challenges, specifically in the form 
of a stakeholder group that, unlike others, is not dependent on ArcelorMittal and is therefore willing to 
do everything in its power to stop the expansion of the company if necessary  W local communities.  In 
the past, this stakeholder group has not had much influence on company success but this is changing 
rapidly.  Through collaboration with other stakeholder groups, such as the media and NGOs, 
communities are becoming the deciding factor ĂƐƚŽǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚĂĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐǁŝůůĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ
Žƌ ĞǀĞŶ ĐŽŵŵĞŶĐĞ ?  Ɛ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƐĞĞŶ ŝŶ /ŶĚŝĂ ? ƚǁŽ ŽĨ ƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŽƌƐ ŚĂǀĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ 
severe delays in their projects due to protests from the communities about resettlement issues resulting 
in huge costs.  With the amount of money invested in its two Greenfield projects in India, ArcelorMittal 
cannot afford to have the same thing happen to them, and it can avoid this through effectively engaging 
with the local stakeholders on the issues that are most important to them. 
And it is not just local ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚŝŵƉĂĐƚƌĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?ƐŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶĂŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞǁĂǇ ?ĞǀĞŶ
governments are beginning to take a stance against the company  W directly impacting its access to new 
markets.  Recently, authorities in Indonesia and China, two key markets that ArcelorMittal hopes to 
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enter, blocked major investment projects proposed by ArcelorMittal (Les Echos:2008), preferring to 
encourage national producers instead.  This is a strong indication that ArĐĞůŽƌDŝƚƚĂů ?Ɛ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŽ
operate and its legitimacy are being questioned by various stakeholder groups, the ramifications of 
which are being felt immediately.  
However, ArcelorMittal has a real opportunity to embrace stakeholder engagement as part of its core 
business strategy and transform it into a competitive advantage.  Utilising interactive engagement tools, 
such as the internet and intranet, to complement existing engagement methods, ArcelorMittal will be 
better placed to identify relevant stakeholder issues and by involving a wider range of stakeholders it 
will be possible for ArcelorMittal to develop global and local engagement strategies that are customized 
to each stakeholder group. This will result in ArcelorMittal gaining access to the resources and markets 
that it needs in order to continue to be a global leader in the steel industry.  ArcelorMittal speaks of 
 “dƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ dŽŵŽƌƌŽǁ ? ďƵƚ ƚŚŝƐ ĐĂŶ ŽŶůǇ ďĞ ĚŽŶĞ ďǇ ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ŝƚƐ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ƚŽĚĂǇ - or else 
tomorrow may never come.     
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Annual Apparent Consumption of Steel (ArcelorMittal Fact Book 2007:14) 
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The Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility (Carroll:1991:42) 
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Three CSR Communication Strategies (Morsing & Schultz:2006:326) 
